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AN ATTEMPT TO RESTORE THE y ARCHETYPE 
OF TERENCE MANUSCRIPTS 1 ) 

By Robert Henning Webb 

THE restoration of the recension of Calliopius continues to be the 
main problem in the text-criticism of Terence, and scholars are 
still at variance as to whether this recension is preserved in its purest 
form by the 8 or by the y family of manuscripts. The first step, 
evidently, in the solution of this important problem, is to determine a 
method of selecting from the readings offered by the several mss. of 
each group the one which represents the reading of the archetype of 
the group. Such a method I shall attempt to outline for the y family, 
leaving to others the task of defining more clearly than has yet been 
done the relations existing between the members of the 8 branch of the 
tradition. 

For the restoration of [X], the archetype of the y family, four 2) 
primary sources have hitherto been available. Besides the Parisinus (P) 
and Vaticanus (C) of Umpfenbach, other scholars have called attention 
to the Dunelmensis (O) and Lugdunensis (A). The former was proved 
by Charles Hoeing, 8 ' whose results have been widely accepted, to be a 
remarkably accurate and valuable member of the y group, copied, it is 
true, not from [X] directly, but preserving the distinguishing charac- 
teristics of this archetype. The Lugdunensis, containing a fragment of 
the Haut., was brought to light by Kauer, 4 ' and placed in close connec- 
tion with P and C. 



1 This article is based upon a dissertation written in 1909, entitled Quomodo resti- 
tuendus sit Liber unde orti sunt Codices Terentiani C P 0. I wish to acknowledge 
at the outset the many suggestions and constant advice received in the preparation of 
this paper from Professor E. K. Rand. 

s I leave out of account the Basilicanus (B) , which is generally agreed to be a copy 
of C, and in that case to have no independent value for our purpose. 

3 American Journal of Archaeology, 2d Series, 4 (1900), pp. 310-338. 

* Wiener Studien, 28 (1906), pp. m-137. 
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I believe that new light is thrown upon this whole question by Parisi- 
nus 7900 (Y), an illustrated MS. which has been unduly neglected. 1 * 
I was able during the past summer to make a somewhat rapid, but I 
hope reasonably careful collation of this ms. through the Andria, Haut., 
and Phormio. In addition to this new material, I can also use for the 
study of the y family more complete information concerning the read- 
ings of P, C, and O. I made some examination of P, but found most 
valuable of all the corrections of Umpfenbach's report noted by Pro- 
fessor Minton Warren on the margin of his copy of Umpfenbach's text, 
which it was my privilege to have the use of a short time after Professor 
Warren's death. 2 ' He also here and there noted readings of C, which 
manuscript has been available at first hand only in the facsimile of the 
Phormio owned by the Harvard Library. 81 A list of readings in C was 
examined for me by Miss Dora Johnson, Research Associate in Latin 
Literature of the Carnegie Institution, attached to the American School 
of Classical Studies in Rome. Hoeing's collation of O for the Andria 
I can supplement by that of the Haut. and Phormio. Throughout this 
paper I shall, to avoid confusion, indicate corrections of Umpfenbach's 
critical apparatus by italicizing the letter which represents the ms., 
without specifying the particular source of the information. A general 
description of Y will not be out of place as an introduction to our study. 

Parisinus 7900 

Parisinus 7900, formerly Puteanus, afterwards Regius 5573, is a 
parchment ms. of 48 folia, 29 X 23 cm., of which the writing occupies 
a space of 22 X 16.5 cm. It contains the six plays of Terence, in the 



1 E. Bethe discusses Y on p. 65 of his introduction to the DeVries-Sijthoff fac- 
simile edition of the Ambrosianus (Leyden, 1903). It is also referred to by J. C. 
Watson, Scene-Headings and Miniatures in the MSS. of Terence, Harvard Studies, 
14 (1903), pp. 60 and 168. Otherwise there has been little mention of Y. 
Madame Dacier in the preface of her edition seems to refer to Y in connection with 
P, commending the miniatures of both, and saying that they are the oldest of the 
Terence mss. in the Bibliotheque Royale. Cf. also for brief notice of Y, Geppert, 
Serapeum, 12 (1851), p. 371, and Jahrb., Supplementband 18 (1852), pp. 557, 
564, etc., and Otto Engelhardt, Die Illustrationen der Terenzhandschriften, Jena, 
1905, p. 9. 

s Cf. Warren, A J P, 3 (1882), p. 60, and Hoeing, op. cit„ pp. 311 and 335. 

3 For the Haut. 522-904, Kauer, op. cit., has given accurate information concern- 
ing P, C, and other mss. 
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order Andria, Eunuchus, Haut., Adelphi, Hecyra, Phormio, written 
without verse-distinction in small minuscules of the early tenth century. 1 ' 
The division between words is never very marked, and for the most 
part scarcely perceptible. Frequently we find a final e joined by &* 
with a following t. Capitals are not used consistently, except at the 
beginning of a new scene. In the Andria the scribe begins to write as 
a capital the initial after each nota personarum, but soon becomes very 
irregular in this habit. 

Abbreviations are very few, and even the more common forms are 
used but sparingly, such as those for ~tur, -rum, esse, que, per, pro, 
nostra, the superscribed stroke for final m, etc. The cauda is rarely 
employed with e. I noted but two instances of the abbreviation for 
-mus — Phorm. 87 (dabamus) and Phornt. 102 (eamus) ; of those for 
sunt and quod only one instance each {Phorm. 1020 and 504) ; quid 
is not abbreviated. Ligatures also are infrequent. The scribe never 
combines c and t, though nt and ns are often found in ligature at the 
end of a word. 

The only form of punctuation employed by the first hand is the 
period, and the sign ~7 at the top of the line ending a scene. Other 
marks have been inserted here and there by later hands, especially on 
folia 6 (Andria) and 44 ff. (Phormio). 

Before the ms. proper is a folium of parchment added later, contain- 
ing on each side two columns of writing in a hand different from that 
of the text, but not dissimilar to that of the scholiast. 2 ' Fol. 1 r as far 
as the middle of the second column is taken up with the Orosian Vita : 
Terentius comicus Hecyra Formio. Then this addition : 8 ' 

Set nunc de Andria videamus. Andria prima fabula huius ideo voca- 
tur eo quod ex Andro insula Graecorum venit Crissis femina (Athe)nas 
ubi haec acta referuntur et cum Crisside alia quae vocabatur Glicerium 
sive Passibula licet ista Glicerium non esset ex Andro set potius Atheni- 



1 This is the date assigned by several scholars to whom I showed photographs of 
two folia of Y. The catalogue date is also S. X. 

2 Cf. inf., p. 62. 

3 Found also in the Halensis (cf. p. 5 of the Bruns edition of Terence, 1811), and 
in practically the same form in two Bodleian mss. Auct. G. 135 (= B. N. Rawl. 
135, S. XIV/XV) and Laud 75, S. XV. This is the only portion of the vita pre- 
served in Farisinus 14755, S. XII. 
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ensis sicut consequentia manifestant. Argumentum autem totius fabulae 
istud est. 

Here begins the prose argument of the Andria, starting with Bello 
exorto, and ending on \v near the end of the first column with the 
words : qui earn ducere volebat. Then, in a mutilated condition, and in 
part illegible, follows the addition to the Andria argument found also 

in the Halensis :*> Sensus vero totius fabulae iste est valete el plau- 

dite. The right hand column of i v is blank except for two lines of 
scribbling which seem to read : 

Floriacus daiur esse iacus velflos benedictus 
a folio vel flore pio cognomine dictus. 

Does this couplet connect our ms. with Fleury? 

The manuscript proper begins on what is now numbered fol. 2 r with 
And. 78 — dinem accepit condicionem. Each page contains forty lines, 
with about twenty words to a line. The scribe makes every effort to 
save space and becomes more and more sparing of it as he proceeds 
with his task. He allows about eighth lines for each picture, but never 
across the whole width of the page unless the picture contains four or 
more figures. For pictures of one, two, or three figures, the space 
allowed varies from one to two thirds of the width of the page. 8) If the 
picture is at the top or bottom of the page, six lines only are left vacant, 
and the artist utilizes part of the margin. 4 ) 

If my calculations are correct, two folia have been lost from the 
manuscript. The first of these was at the beginning, and contained on 
the recto the Armarium with masks of the actors B) (or space for it), 
Index of the plays, and Portrait of Terence, and on the verso the 
Periocha of Sulpicius Apollinaris, text and picture of the Prologue, and 
the first fifty-one lines of Scene 1, including the miniature at the begin- 



1 See Bruns, p. 7. Found also in the two Bodleian mss. just referred to. 

2 Occasionally larger spaces are left: at Haui. 1,1, ten lines, and at Haut. 5, 5, 
eleven lines below the scene-heading, which occupies two lines. 

3 At Ad. 5, 7, and Phorm. 3, 2, only a little more than half the page width is left 
for four figures, and at Ad. 5, 9, and Phorm. 4, 3, a space of two thirds the width. 

4 At Ad. 4, 5, and 4, 6, only four lines are left below the scene-heading at the 
bottom of the page, and at Hec. 5, 1, only three lines. 

5 For the spaces usually left for the Armaria in Y, see p. 61. This conjecture is, 
of course, made upon the basis of what we see on the first folia of C P O. 
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ning.y The other folium was lost at the beginning of the Eunuchus. 
At present, the last words of the Andria contained in Y are virgo turn, 
tile (1. 924), at the bottom of fol. 7 v. 8r begins with the picture at 
Eun. 1, 2. 2 ) All this could be contained in one folium a) as follows: 
And. 924 to end, 33. 5 lines, Picture at And. 5, 3 (three figures), 5 to 8 
lines, Eun. Didascalia, 15 to 22 lines, 4 ' Eun. r, 1-81, 13 lines, Picture 
at 1, 1 (two figures), 4 lines : Total 70 to 80 lines. This takes no 
account of the Armarium, Prol. Figure, Periocha, and Prol. 1-30, 
which are not found in P and C. Our reckoning cannot be accurate 
enough to determine whether Y contained the remainder of the Eun. 
Prol. (11. 31-45), which C omits, a passage which would occupy only 
four or five lines of Y. 

From the first quaternion, then, the first and last folia have been lost, 
the leaves which are at present numbered 2 to 7 making up the remain- 
der. The second quaternion embraces folia 8-15, the third 16-23, the 
fourth 24-31, the fifth 32-39, the sixth 40-47, and a single folium is 
left over at the end. 6J 



1 Counting twenty words to the line, the Periocha would occupy four lines, the 
Prologue Figure, eight lines one third of the way across the page (= 2.5 lines), the 
Prologue, eight lines, I, I, 1-51, nineteen lines, and the miniature at 1, 1, eight lines 
(four figures) : total forty-two lines, approximately the length of the page. 

J At the bottom of Jv a modern hand has written in black ink: Desunt reliqua 
Andriae et principium Eunuchi, and at the top of 8r, Ex Eunucho. So at the top 
of 2r the same hand wrote : Deest Prologus Andriae et aliquid ex prima scena, and 
on the left margin v. 78. 

3 Bethe's calculations here are based on inaccurate data (/. c, p. 65). 

4 The Didascalia of the Hec. in Y take up twenty-two lines, Haul, nineteen; but 
Ad. eleven lines, and Phorm. six lines. 

5 The quaternions are marked as follows : 

II at the bottom of 7 v, 

III" " " "island II in lighter ink, 

IIII " " " " 23 v " III " " " 

V " " " " -2\v " IIII " " " 

VI " " " " ?QV " V " " " 

yjj (< <c «c c« .j v n yj <( c< << 

No doubt the numbers in lighter ink are the original signatures. At the lower right 
hand corner of 47 v is a short line corresponding to one at the lower left hand corner 
of 48 r, probably as a guide to the binder. 
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The manuscript is written by one hand, except 11. 797-871 of the 
Andria, which were omitted by Y 1 . On fol. 7 r, line 22, are the last 
words of And. 4, 4, after which, without leaving space for a picture, the 
first hand continues on line 23 the opening words of 4, 5, CR. In hac 
habitasse platea die turns t Crysidem quae sese. Here there is a sudden 
break, and the rest of 7 r is left blank by the first hand, which begins 
again with 11. 872 ff. after the picture at 5, 3, on the top of fol. •}v. r> 
C 1 and P 1 omit here 11. 804-853, and from the additional loss in Y, 
Bethe 2 ) argues that Y was copied from [X] after the latter had lost not 
only the folia containing 804-853, but two others containing respec- 
tively^^. 796^-803 with the picture at 796, and 854-871 with picture 
at 872. That any two folia of Y's archetype could have contained 
respectively 8 lines and a picture and 18 lines (for Y retains the 
picture at 872) is a manifest impossibility. It seems highly probable 
that the parent ms. of Y had lost no more than had the original of C 
and P, but that the scribe of Y, after starting to transcribe the beginning 
of 4, 5, found in his archetype the lacuna of 804-853 indicated in some 
way, possibly by certain signs, and so, instead of copying the remaining 
fragments 797-803 and 854-871, left the whole passage out, and be- 
gan on "jv with a new scene (5, 3). In so doing he left at the bottom 
of 7 r a space of 1 7 lines, which would be sufficient to contain in the 
scribe's small hand 11. 797-803 and 854-871, together with the picture 
at 796. Why the scribe did not leave space for this picture at the 
beginning of the scene, before he wrote CR. In hac . . . sese, it is diffi- 
cult to see. It may have been due to carelessness, just as no space 
is left at Phorm. 1, 2, or to his hesitation in deciding how to treat an 
evidently confused passage. It is noticeable that he left space for the 
insertion of the picture further down on the page. 



1 The loss was repaired by later hands using a source dearly different from that of 
Y 1 . The first of these correctors wrote in very pale ink 11. 797 (inhoneste optavii) 
-838 {cum Davo), ending with the last ruled line of the page. Here a smaller hand 
begins, and writes as far as ecquid te pudet (871), utilizing the lower margin of "jr and 
the space to the right of the picture at the top of 7 v. 

s L. c, p. 65. 

3 So Bethe; 1. 796 seems to me to be by the first hand. If I am wrong about 
this, however, my explanation need not be materially changed. 
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The miniatures do not extend beyond Eun. 4, 3 (fol. 1 1 v), but after 
this the spaces for them are left vacant. The pictures are very similar 
to those in C and P, but are more crudely drawn, without color, in 
apparently the same brown ink as that used by the hand which wrote 
the text. The following minor differences may be detected between 
the pictures in Y and those in P. At And. 3, 1 the figure of Lesbia 
carries a staff. At And. 3, 5 the space is large enough for two 
figures, but that of Davus alone is represented, in the same attitude, 
however, as in P's miniature. At And. 4, 4 the door has the usual 
twisted curtain, which is wanting in P. At Eun. 3, 2 the artist fails to 
reproduce the distinguishing headdress of Thais. At Eun. 3, 4 and 4, 
2 there is no picture, but the usual space is left. At Eun. 4, 3 the 
figure of Davus, on the extreme right, is omitted although there is 
room for it. At Phorm. 1, 2, there is no space for a picture. 

The ms. contains no Armaria with masks of the actors, found be- 
fore the several plays in C and P. However, a space of 25 lines is 
left just before the Argument of the Haut. (fol. i6r),and a similar 
space before the Argument of the Ad. (fol. 24^). In the case of the 
Hecyra, 19 lines are left vacant (top of 33^), and n lines before the 
Argument of the Phormio (fol. 40 r). 

There are no scene-headings before Haut. 4, 4.^ From here on 
they are always found, even after the pictures cease. Red capitals are 
used, and are apparently by the same hand as the notae in the text. 
The latter consist of three, or, if necessary, four letters of the name, 
and are also in red, which has been generally retraced in black as far as 
And. 513 (fol. 5 r) . At this point a darker ink is used lor the text, 2) 
and the notae also have this same dark shade until we reach PAM ohe 
(1. 616) at the top of fol. 6r. The space for the next nota, before 
visus sum, is not filled, and red notae again begin with PAM heodum. 
The similarity between the black notae here and the red notae of the 
rest of the ms. would make it appear that the first hand is responsible for 
all notae, both red and black, and probably for the scene-headings also. 

The regular Didascaliae are found at the beginning of each play 
(except of course the And. and Eun.), done in alternate lines of red and 



1 Simo Davus at And. I, 2 is evidently a later addition. 
s There is no indication that the hand changes here. 
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green capitals. The ink is very much faded, and in parts, especially 
where green was used, illegible. At the end of the Phormio (fol. 48 r) 
can be deciphered 

TERENTI EXP OEDIA PHORMIO 

and after a vacancy of two lines BONO SCOLASTICO. It is quite 
possible that in the space between the two lines preserved was once 
written FELICITER CALLIOPIO, in which case the subscription will 
agree with what we find in C and P. 1 ' Y has Calliopius recensui only 
at the end of the Hecyra. It was added by a later hand above 
ADELPHOE EXPL on fol. 33 r. 

The value of our manuscript as indicating the history of the text 
tradition is increased by the fact that it has been comparatively little 
tampered with by later hands. At least two correctors, however, have 
made changes here and there and added variants. Scholia occur in 
considerable number only on the first folium of the ms. proper. They 
stop abruptly at 1. 214, although the fol. does not end until 1. 235. 
They are written by a later hand in pale ink, often illegible, both 
between the lines and on the margin, in which case they are connected 
by signs with the words in the text to which they refer. About half 
these glosses are the same as those in the commentary of the Halensis. 
The following are all the scholia on the first thirty-five lines {And. 78- 
112), so far as my very hasty transcription may be trusted. They are 
interlinear, unless otherwise stated. 

79 condicionem : 2) legem vivendi. cepit vivere meretricialiter. occipit: 
occupat. sumit ex ob et capio. 80 ut fit : ut fieri solet. 82 continuo : 
s. cepi dicere. captus : amore crisidis. 83 habet : quod habet. ob- 
servabam: considerandum (?). illorum: s. amatorum. 84 venientis : 
de domo ilia (?). abeuntis : s. ad domum. heus puer: adverbium 
vocantis. 85 sodes : socie (?) et in marg. sodes .i. si audes ut quidam 
d .... set nihil f ( ?) est. autem amicum verbum blandientis. 86 teneo : 
s. nomen. Phaedrum : pro plura nomina amatorum. 87 Nicaretum : 
s. tenuisse illam. 88 amabant : illam. heoquid : adverbium interro- 
gantis. symbolam : unus de pueris respondit quod non dicebant illam 



1 Dziatzko is therefore wrong when he reports (Comm. Wolff, 223, n. 1) that Y 
lacks this subscription. 

s The lemmata are from Umpfenbach, not from Y. 
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amare ; et in marg. : conferentiam, collationem dedit ciborum. 90 

quaerebam : interrogabam. nihil : pro non. 9 1 enimvero : pro certa 

causa vel coniunctio. spectatum : cautum, mirabile. 92 putabam : ilium 

filium meum esse, exemplum : esse. 93 conflictatur : contendit. 

eiusmodi : (in marg.) quibus filius meus primum floruit, qui ignem in 

um 

sinu portat non comburitur. 95 scias : pro scis. modum : temperamento 
.i. [or]dinem, dispositionem. 96 placebat : quod audiebam. 97laudare: 
laudabant fortunas : felicitates. 98 praeditum : repletum, ornatum. 99 
hac fama : bona opinione filii mei; et in marg. fama bona. 100 
ultro : sponte, non invitatus a me. gnatam : philumenam quam solam 
credebant. altera cum avunculo relicta. 101 filio : s. meo. 102 
placuit : mihi. dictus : dicatus, consecratus. 103 quid : igitur. 1 ' 104 
fere : prope. haec : quae superius dixi. 106 filius : meus. 107 una : 
simul. frequens : studiosus. io8funus: Crisidis. dum funus procuret. 
109 placuit turn id mihi: (in marg.) quod funeri illius inter .... 
no sic cogitabam : s. male de illo cogitabam vel suspicabam. hie: 
filius meus. 1 1 1 fert : .i. flet. familiariter : amicabiliter. 112 quid 
si ipse : quantum faceret. amasset : illam. patri : (in marg.) A. multo 
magis [pro me] flebit. 

Y is much more carefully copied than either P or C. It is surpassed 
in this respect only by O and A.. Taking as a criterion Haut. 522-904, 
and using Kauer's corrections of Umpfenbach, we find these statistics : 2) 
P makes 38 mistakes not found in any other manuscript, C48; or, if 
we include only those errors which are clearly not corrected by the first 
hand, we find for P 29 and for C 20. A. makes only 14, of which 9 
may have been corrected by the first hand. In O there are only three 
independent mistakes: 677 olim omitted, 699 aut for at, and 850 
auferetur, corrected by apparently a later hand into auferretur. Y 
makes 17 errors, of which the first hand may have corrected 9. 

Haut. 612 qui: quid — d eras. 643 lubet: iubet. 648 multa — 1 
add. interlin. 660 si ita : sita, i add. interlin. 672 triumpho si licet : 
triumphos i|| licet. 684 O om. 691 sicine : seine, i add. interlin. 695 
collocetur : collicetur. 723 me ex sne ut apparet a ras. 738 lubet: 



1 D G H Br M and Schol. C read quid igitur obstat? 

8 Here and elsewhere I have not taken into consideration errors in orthography or 
in the division of words. 
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iubet. 814 tua : ti || ||, tua interlin. a man. post. 829 inque : inquit Y 1 . 

847 dari vult : vult dari . 866 quoque : quo Y 1 . 883 quos : quo, 
s add. interlin. 888 quod : quod ex quid. 897 equidem : quidem. 



The Mixed Manuscripts 

Before taking up the interrelationships of the y mss. as such, I wish 
to discuss, as briefly as may be, the place in the stemma occupied by 
the family of Codices Mixti, which is by far the largest of the three 
groups, embracing as it does the whole mass of later mss. This family 
is represented in Umpfenbach's apparatus by the Riccardianus (E) and 
Ambrosianus (F), and scholars have held various opinions as to their 
respective connection with y and 8. Ritschl 1 ' groups with y, F and 
all the inferior mss. (reliquorum codicum multitudo vulgarium). He was 
followed by Leo. 2) Schlee, 8 ' on the other hand, connects E and F with 8. 
Umpfenbach was the first to apply the term "mixed" to the Riccardia- 
nus. 4 ' This classification is accepted by Dziatzko, 6 ' who, however, in 
another place 6 ' ascribes E to 8. F Dziatzko groups with y. In his 
edition of the Phormio, Hauler includes E F under the title " mixed," 
and uses the sign ;u, to designate the class. He is followed by Kauer'' 
and Fairclough. 8 ' Bethe is not very definite. He offers a stemma in 
which he represents F as occupying a position between 8 and y. 
With F he groups E (p. 7), but later (p. 9) he implies that E F are 
to be connected with the 8 branch. There seems to be a general 
tendency in favor of connecting E F more closely with y than with 
8, 9) — a tendency due partly, no doubt, to the very evident y affiliation 
of F in the matter of both text and pictures. But. so far as I know, no 
statistics on the subject have been published. 

An attempt to classify E F should be preceded by an examination of 
other manuscripts which are closely related to them. Such is the very 
unjustly neglected Halensis (H) S. XI, exactly reproduced in printed 



1 Opuscula, 3, 293. 5 Comm. Wolff. (1890), p. 221. 

* Rhein. Mus. 38 (1883), 317. 6 Rhein. Mas. 46 (1891), 52. 

3 Scholia Terentiana, p. 37. 7 W. S. 28 (1906), m-137. 

4 Philol. 32 (1873), 468. 8 Andria (1901), pp. 154 ff. 
9 Cf. Leo, Cotting. Gelehrte Anzeigen, 1903, p. 992. 
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form by P. J. Bruns in his edition of Terence, 181 i. 1 ' H is correctly 
grouped with E by Umpfenbach, 2 ' who, however, deems it worthy of but 
scant notice in the preface to his edition. 

In very close relationship to the Halensis stands Bruxellensis 9705 
(Br) S. X, of which I found mention in the notes of Professor Warren. 
This manuscript was collated for Sauppe, and the variants entered in 
the margin of an Umpfenbach text now in the library of Bryn Mawr 
College. Through the courtesy of the latter I have been able to 
examine the readings of Br, and find them so nearly identical with those 
of H as to indicate that the two mss. had the same original. 

Interesting in this connection is the Monacensis (M), which Schlee 
derived from the 8 family, even going so far as to maintain its supe- 
riority over any member of that group. This opinion has strangely passed 
unchallenged. 8 ' For even from the incomplete list of readings published 
by Schlee, and chosen more or less with reference to their bearing on 
his own theory, it is quite clear that M is to be connected with the 
mixed group, although with that branch of it which has received the 
strongest 8 influence. 4 ' Besides having the y order of plays, 6 ' M almost 
everywhere follows E F H Br, whether the latter show allegiance to 8 
or to y. In only twelve places in the Haut., and in only three in the 
Phormio, does the Monacensis agree with 8 against the other members 
of the mixed group. Moreover, the few readings which are peculiar to 
fi, M, where quoted by Schlee, never fails to show, e. g. : 

Haut. 677 habeo optumam: optumam habeo E F H Br K Z M 
{obtimam F). 
Phorm. 1022 quid: so H Br M (E F lacking), qui P Y D, quid C, 
corr. C a (O G lacking). 



1 Cf. E. K. Rand, Class. Philol. IV, 4 (1909), p. 365. 

2 Philol. 32, 468. 

3 Cf. Ashmore, Class. Rev. 8 (1894), p. 353 ff.; Dziatzko, Jahrb. 149 (1894), 
465 ff.; Lejay, Revue Critique, 1893, 2, pp. 270-273. But Hauler, Phormio, 
p. 188, n. 7, gives a hint of M's true position. 

4 Cf. infra, p. 74. 

5 This order is shared by the mixed group as a whole, but some fifteenth century 
MSS. have the Hec. after the Phorm. Geppert, Serapeum, 12 (1851), pp. 373-5, 
makes this report of the Paris MSS. 7907, 7909, 7918. I find the same true of Brit. 
Mus. Ar. 247, Bod. Auct. X. 1.5.8, and E. D. Clarke, 28. 
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Phorm. 271 minus rei foret aut famae temperans : minus autfamae 
foret rei temperans E F H Br M {aut famae foret aut 
reiW). 
973 venias: veneas H BrM^C Y ! D J (EF lacking). 
122 fiat: fiet EHBrMi?. 
Haut. 95 ita om. E 1 M. 

To the mixed group are to be referred four illustrated mss. of which 
specimens were published with the Ambrosianus facsimile and discussed 
by Bethe : Leidensis Lipsianus 26, S. X, which I venture to call Ld as 
a substitute for Bethe's L, because the latter designation has long 
represented the Lipsiensis (Stadtbibl. Rep. I, 4, 37), Vaticanus 3305 
(S), S. XI/XII, Parisinus 7903 (Z), S. XI, and Leidensis Vossianus 
38 (N), S. IX. 

Ld Bethe concludes 1 ) to be of the same family as E F, but more 
closely connected with 8 than with y. Our information in regard to 
this ms. is too slender to warrant a conjecture regarding its exact posi- 
tion,^ but we may cite three passages which show its allegiance to y : 
And. 398 interea aliquid: so Ld y E H Br, aliquid interea D A {alt- 
quid ova.. G) ; Eun. 103 1 me hodie vivit: so Ld y H Br, me vivit hodie 
DEN {me is written above the line in G) ; Haut. 423 Ld y p omit 
quidem. Compare also Ad. 38 in animo instituere: instituere in animo 
LdEF. 

S Bethe does not classify, but from the few lines which are repro- 
duced in facsimile, its connection with p is clear: And. 527 ipsus: ipse 
y /j. S; And. 529 has fieri: fieri has y E Br S {has om. H) ; And. 530 
dubium est mihi: dubium est id mihi y /* S {dubium est mihi id E) ; 
And. 532 Chremem (gloss) om. Sy //.; And. 579 verba audies: audies 
verba y/*S; And. 580 ipsum om. y/*S; And. 714 me opperire: 
opperire (or operire) me y /* S; And. 720 laborem: so y /u. S, dolorem 
D G. Oh the other hand, And. 531 nolit: so S/*S; And. 532 in 
retained by S 8; And. 577 suadet: persuadet S G E H Br, D scholiast; 
And. 712 ut is retained by E S 8; And. 713 ego (gloss) add S E D G. 



1 Op. Ht., p. 24. 

8 As to Bethe's conjecture (p. 46) that Ld has some connection with C, because 
there is a space for a picture at Haut. 5, 2, where there is no picture except in C, cf. 
inf., p. 86. 
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N is believed by Bethe to be a pure 8 ms., and in support of his 
theory he quotes a number of readings which certainly indicate strong 
8 influence for this ms. It is most probable, however, that N also is to 
be referred to the mixed group, as Leo 1 ' noticed. In at least one 
passage, And. 602, N agrees with y ft. in the order erilem filium, where 
D G read wrongly filium erilem. Moreover, N with F and Ld alone 
omits Haut. 509-1 1, and in Ad. 156 N with E F Ld has ilico iam nunc. 
Compare also And. Prol. n, sunt dissimili : so N with two of Bentley's 
mss.,9 Regius 15 A XI (Chartaceus) and 15 A VIII. 

The fourth of Bethe's mss., Parisinus 7903 (Z), which he connects 
closely with Ld, I have examined, and find it to be a near relative of E. 
It should not, therefore, be classed with y, 8) for in general it follows the 
majority of the mixed family and inclines now to 8, now to y. There 
is no ground for Watson's statement 4 ' that Z is a copy either of C or of 
the parent of C. 

The Lipsiensis (L), S. X, was first noticed in print by Otto Brug- 
mann, 6) who assigned it to the 8 family. He was followed by Kauer, 
who saw in L the best representative of the 8 group. 6 ' The same scholar, 
however, in his collation of A, seems to include L under the designation 
p. Dziatzko, who employed L in his edition, had already declared its 
close relationship to E, 7) and it is correctly classified as mixed by Hauler 
and Fairclough. 



1 Golfing. Celehrte Anzeigen, 1903, p. 992. 

2 Cf. Warren, A J P, 3 (1882), 59-71. All of these, with the exception of the 
Dunelmensis, are to be referred to p.. This is clear from the readings published by 
Umpfenbach in Philologus, 32 (1873), 442-477. Cf. also Fairclough, Andria, p. 154. 

3 So Hauler, Phormio, p. 189, n. 3. Cf. Dziatzko, Comm. Wolff. 221. 

4 Op. Hi., p. 168. 

5 Jahrb. 113 (1876), 420, n. 3. 

6 Zeitschriftf. d. Osterr. Gymn. 52 (1901), p. 988, in which the writer promises 
to produce the evidence for his theory. 

7 Rhein. Mus. 39 (1884), 342. The most striking bit of evidence in favor of this 
classification is the confused order of words in the Haut. Didascalia. In this order 
and in the addition of PRIMA after MENANDRI, E is followed not only by L, but 
also by H Br Z, and by all the late inferior mss. (cf . Geppert, op. cit.") . In Z this 
Didascalia is written on an extra sheet of parchment much smaller than the regular 
size of the page, but apparently by the first hand. 
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Finally, of interest in this connection is Parisinus 16235 (Sorbonne 
507), S. X, which I shall call K. 1 ' Ritschl 2 ' published a collation of this 
ms. for the Prologue and first scene of the Adelphi, but since that time 
no one, so far as I know, has made use of K at all. It is correctly- 
ascribed to the mixed group by Hauler in a brief reference. 8 ' While 
not actually furnished with a series of miniatures, K shows descent from 
an illustrated archetype. There is, indeed, on Fol. 41 r a single picture 
before the Haut. prologue, showing a figure seated at a desk. The pic- 
ture is clearly manufactured and has no connection with the y tradition, 
but throughout all the plays a space from nine to eleven lines in length 
is, with some few exceptions, left before each scene. These spaces 
were later filled by fragments of Eugraphius' commentary. 4 ' There are 
no scene-headings. 

As a basis for a study of the mixed group as a whole I have selected 
Haut. 522-904, in order to have the testimony of A, and to make use 
of Kauer's corrections of Umpf enbach's variant readings within these 
limits. K and Z I have collated for this passage and have tested 
Umpfenbach's report of D and E for the whole of the Haul. F is, of 
course, available in the facsimile edition, and I add the evidence of H 
Br. I have gained a firmer hold on the readings of the 8 family by sup- 
plementing D and G with Parisinus 10304 (A). 6 ' 



1 The MS. is a large one, 33.8 x 29 cm., of which the writing occupies 22 x 25 
cm. The text is written as prose, but from the end of the Andria red capitals usually 
mark the beginning of separate verses, and an attempt is made to have these correspond 
to the beginning of the lines of the MS. Cf. Geppert, Serapeum, 12 (1851), p. 377. 

2 Rhein. Mus. 8 (1852), 291 f. 

3 Phormio, p. 189, n. 3. 

4 Cf. infra, p. 109. 

5 A is a most important manuscript which has been known only through Fritsch's 
publication (Philol. 32 (1873), 446-460) of a collation of those parts of this MS. 
coextensive with V and m. Besides sharing with A D the interest arising from Greek 
nolae, A shows readings which are often preferable to those of D G, e. g. Haut. 592 
dant: so A alone of the Calliopians; 747 paulum A A; 783 ne me: me ne DG; 785 
scite poterat: poterat scite D G; 723 induxerunt: adduxerunt D G E K; 630 in 
animo omit D G a. This MS. thus becomes a useful factor in determining the posi- 
tion of the mixed family, for besides the passages just quoted we find the following in 
which A shows that the reading of y m is not peculiar to that branch of the tradition : 
601 haec argenti: argenti haec y ft. A; 691 mihi: me y /J. A; 774 hanc cupere: hanc 
se cupere y f- A; 873 scientem: sciente y n A. These few coincidences need not point 
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Within these 383 lines of the Haut, ^ (E F H Br K Z) agrees with 
y(PCOXY) against S (D G A) 65 times, but with 8 against y only 
10 times, as shown in the following table : 





Wrong 


Correct 


Doubtful 


Both Wrong 


Total 


7/1X8.... 
5 ju X 7 . . . . 


31 
3 


25 
3 


2 

3 


7 
I 


65 

10 



Space will not allow me to quote the whole list of coincidences 
between /j. and y. Suffice it to say that only a few of them can be 
explained away as glosses which, inserted on the margin or between 
the lines of an early Calliopian manuscript, were variously omitted or 
inserted by the respective ancestors of y, S, and //., and which would not, 
therefore, by their presence or absence, indicate any essential relationship 
between the groups. Of such glosses in 8 and not in y /* we find only 
the following : 616 esse after videtur add D G A a (esse deleted in D) ; 
693 hUnc before sumo insert D'GA; 743 sequere hac : sequere me hac 
8; 803 conficiam: perficiam D'GA; 862 perpetuo : in perpetuo D, in 
perpetuum G A; 874 ita: tarn D 1 G A; 895 hoc before unum add 
D*G A. Again, the following in y p. and not in 8: 620 timeo : metuo ; 
659 pott's est: potest; 673 esse; 715 pendis : curas; 764 mihi; 813 tu; 
855 ac: et. 

From these statistics it seems clear that /«. took its rise from y, and 
we may say that the members of the mixed group all go back to a lost 
[X 1 ], which was a copy of [X]. Further evidence in this direction is 
furnished by the condition of these mss. at the beginning of the 
Eunuchus. E H Br Z lack the Periocha, and there is no trace of the 
Armarium or Prologue figure. 1 ' This same loss is sustained by all the y 



to any connection between A and y. They may be due either to accident, or to the 
presence in an early 8 MS. of Calliopian variants treated differently by A and the ancestor 
of DG. 

1 The loss of F's testimony here is particularly deplorable, because the number of 
miniatures in the other illustrated mss. is so far from complete that it is dangerous to 
draw any conclusion from the absence of the pictures in this place. 
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group. 1 ' The prologue is found in all the mixed family, but in Br the 
Didascalia is inserted between Prol. 30 and 31, showing that in some 
ancestor of this ms. Prol. 1-30 had been displaced. Since P 1 omits 
these lines altogether, the confusion in Br emphasizes the close connec- 
tion of fi with the y archetype. 

To show how slight is the influence of 8 on /a as a whole, I will quote 
the readings by which this influence is indicated : 

(1) Haut. 656 animum: anulum 8 /*, a variant arising from anulus 

in 653, referred to by servandum in 655. 

677 optume: optume est 8 /* (gloss). 

823 pollicitus . . . unde: es pollicitus . . . unde id 8 ft, 
(except H 1 Br 1 ). The glosses es and id were also 
in the y tradition, as is shown by the fact that they 
are written between the lines in C by the first hand. 

(2) 682 quantum audio : quantum ut audio OCA., ut erased 

in P Y (gloss). 
677 euge omit y. 
527 at quasi is: aiqui si is G p. and P Y by erasure (a//t 

qui E, adqui F, 2> atq; M), adquid si is J 31 C 1 Y 1 

O A (atquit A 1 ), quasi in eras. D 2 , at is A 1 (si 

added later). 2 ' 

(3) 5^9 extrudis: extrudas y. 8 ' 

572 certe concedas; certe ut concedas y. 4 ' 

870 haec uti: ut ut istaec y (ututi P O, single utY), haec 

ista ((/DKZL'E (itd) M H Br, haec ut ut A, 

haec ut G. 6 ' 

(4) 611 qui: atqui 8 /x O, atquin P 1 C A. Y 1 . 



1 The Periocha in N was no doubt derived from some S source. 

2 Kauer, p. 116, n. I, wishes to read atqui in preference to the vulgate at quasi, 
which is supported only by D 2 and Eugraphius. The latter is the reading also of 
Harl. 2750, and of a later hand of H. 

3 Kauer, p. 116, n. 3, accepts extrudas. 

4 P has an erasure of two letters before concedas — probably ut. Bentley, Dziatzko, 
Wagner, Fleckeisen 1 , Tyrrell, and Ashmore read ut hinc concedas (hinc omit A 7 m)» 
but it seems more likely that ut is a gloss. 

6 Kauer, p. 132 ff., contends for 7's reading (cf. Ballentine, Haut. p. 122). On 
the other hand, A's is nearer the haec uti of A, and ista could be a variant on haec 
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So slight is this influence, 1 * and so few the cases where /* agrees with 
8 in an evident error, that one might be tempted to say that ^ as a 
whole was not contaminated from 8 at all, but derived the good readings 
in which it agrees with 8, from a y source superior to that used by C P 
Y. In that case [X 1 ] would not be a copy of [X], but would take its 
rise from a ms. nearer the fountain head of Calliopian tradition. Such 
an origin of /* seems to be occasionally indicated by the presence in 
single mixed mss. of readings superior to those of either 8 or y, e. g. 
Haut. 831 i: so M alone, 2) ii A, ei Calliopius (D 1 possibly ii) ; 503 
ita: so A E 1 F 1 ; E alone of the Calliopians has correctly si in Haut. 
45, mihi in 39 (mini seni L), usus homini in 81, and minabitur in 489 
(Umpfenbach is wrong about E here) ; 8 > Phorm. 1022 quid A H Br M 
(E F lacking) ; And. 947 quid E H ; And. 232 facultatem obsecro N S ; 
And. Prol. n sunt dissimi/i N ; 4) Eun. 554 quoquo earn A L alone 
(Dziatzko). 

But the facts in the case do not seem sufficient to prove the theory I 
have suggested. Individual /j. mss. may have occasionally made lucky 
mistakes. Or possibly the 8 sources used as models by the correctors 
of fi. represented the Calliopian tradition in purer form than does any 
existing member of the 8 family. 

But however closely the mixed family as a whole approaches the y 
tradition, its individual members show various degrees of relationship 



(cf. Haut. 339 huius: istius D G M). F's rendering also points to haec ut ut, with 
the addition of ista interlinear : haec ut ista ut (the first ut deleted) . 

1 The situation is not materially changed if we take into consideration the whole of 
the Haut. For here we find only six additional cases of agreement between S (D G) 
and m (E F H Br) : 121 eis: is P 1 C l Y (Us O), his D n (merely the addition 
of the aspirate, possibly accidental); 203 huncine: hunccine D/* (dittography ?) ; 
446 ingratiis: ingratis S /x O (haplography ?) ; 943 id mirari: id emirari G /jl, 
id' mirariD 1 }; 936 magis vis : mavis y, malis S /»; 2, 3 Syrus Dromo Clitipho 
Clinia S p.-, the " normal order " (cf. infra, p. 87), changed in y to agree with the 
picture. 

s A also has i, but a trace of an erasure after the nota may mean that the first 
hand wrote ii. 

3 But minitabitur is read by Fleckeisen 2 , Tyrrell, and Ashmore. I might add 
Haut. 83 ei E, D 2 , with Umpfenbach, Gray, Tyrrell. In Haut. 195, E with A and 
Bentley omits est. 

On the other hand, E, contrary to Umpfenbach's report, shares the mistakes of the 
rest of the Calliopians at 265 (erga te), 279 (Ainc), 296 (ut). 

* Cf. supra, p. 67. 
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with the 8 branch. E K Z seem to occupy a middle position. Nearer 
y stand F H Br, while M L N incline more to 8. As it happens, this 
is not so apparent from the portion of the Haut. we have been con- 
sidering. For after eliminating the errors in Umpfenbach's critical 
apparatus, there remains but one doubtful indication that E is nearer 8 
than are F H Br : Haut. 701 quin: quid C 1 P O X Y H Br, quid horn 
quin F (F 1 Kauer, F 2 Umpfenbach) . F's hesitation seems to indicate 
a doublet in the y /x tradition. But if we take the rest of the Haut. 
into consideration, there is abundant proof of E's contamination •?> 

(1) Prol. 1 sit vestrum: vestrum sit ED; 23 hunc se applicasse 
musicum : se applicasse hunc musicum yFHBr (se is repeated by F 
before ad studium, but deleted). E has with D the correct order, 
but shows the transposition marks which occasioned the change in y F 
HBr; 2 ' 134 hinc eieci: eieci hinc D E ; 139 parcens quaerens: quae- 
rens parcens DEM; 153 ilium satis: satis ilium DEM; 158 maxi- 
mum: maxime D E 1 ; 382 isti omit D E G, possibly by haplography, 
as studuisti precedes; 979 alienavit: abalienavit D G E M; 939 est 
(gloss) added by D G E {minus est D G, est minus E). 

(2) 72 enim dices: dices enim yFHBr; 1 ' 75 tantumne ab re tua 
est otii tibi: so D E 1 M ; 77 nihil a me: a me nihil yFHBr; 81 se 
ut: ut se yFHBr (and Fleckeisen 2 ) ; 90 me omit yFHBr; 153 
nee: neque yFHBrM; 161 faxint: faciant y F H Br; 161 commo- 
dum est: est commodum y F H Br; 170 ut (gloss) add y F H Br; 176 
ego (gloss) add y/'HBr; 217 mihi : mihin y H Br and F in erasure, 
— n is added in E by a later hand; 208 ubi animus: animus ubi y F 
H Br; 424 et om. yFHBr; 2, 4 A D G E M have the "normal 
order " Bacchis Antiphila Clinia Syrus, while F agrees with P C O in 
inserting Clitipho between Clinia and Syrus. H has no scene-heading 
here, while Br, as is its wont, writes only the first name Bacchis; 909 
vix mihi: mihi vix y F H Br; 999 scio: so A D G E M; 105 1 id 
omit y H Br, interlin. F, probably by a later hand. 

H Br seem therefore not to share much of the contaminating influ- 
ence which in the Haut. affected all the mixed mss. except F, and this 
fact increases the value of H Br as indicating with fair certainty the 



1 Here I use my own collations of E F D, but cannot add the testimony of K Z. 

8 Cf. Kauer, p. 128, n. 2. 

3 F, with the rest of the Calliopians, writes me before quantum. 
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readings of F in those considerable portions of the text which F has 
lost. There are, however, some passages where F seems to be nearer 
to y than are H Br : 

237 set's: scias D E H Br; 261 dolet (gloss) omitFy; 403 intuitur: 
intuetur DEHBr; 605 Cliniam : so P 1 C 1 Y 1 F f> gTj neque tibi nee 
tibi: nee tibi nee huic 8 E H Br M O ;'' 1050 exorent: exorem D E H Br, 
exorem from exorent F 1 (?); 361 SY. Perdocta: CLIT. Perdocia 
PC 1 Y O 1 F 1 ; 648 quidquid: quid y F 1 ; 881 nisi idem: nisi si idem 
yi^KLZ (si interlin. in E, apparently by a later hand); 980 
fame: a fame y F (// '// fame P, possibly P 1 had ab) ; 985 quid: qui 2 ') 
PCYF 1 ; 1 ' 1 06 1 nostri: nostrae P x C O Y F. 

There are others, on the contrary, which seem to show that H Br are 
nearer y than is F : 669 hac re: hercle E F L Z K G; 738 facias 
(gloss) add SEP K; 989 inventa est vera inventa est causa: vera 
inventa est causa E F (haplography?) ; 464 faciat: faeietE F 1 ; 942 
do ti: dotis y H Br. 

Such discrepancies as these are to be explained by supposing that the 
various members of the mixed group made different use of the interlinear 
variants which came down from their archetype. We may thus account 
also for the occasional coincidence of F or H Br with 8, without the sup- 
port of other ft, mss. Cases of the latter sort are not sufficiently numerous 
or significant to quote. That F is the least corrupt of the mixed family is 
indicated by the important testimony of the Haut. Didascalia, in which 
E H Br K 8) Z L show the same confused order of words. 4 ) Moreover, 
at Haut. 606, F does not share with the other members of its group the 
mistake of daturum for daturam. For the most part, however, we find 
in F the mistakes which are peculiar to /*. Besides those mentioned 
on pp. 65 f . the following also may be noted : 

Haut. 810 ut: et E F H Br K Z, and D in erasure, perhaps by a 
later hand; 458 absumsit: adsumpsitE F, assumpsit H Br; 354 istic: 
istuc E 1 F H Br; Phorm. 61 verba ei: ei verba E F H Br; Phorm. 
178 ei: ^EH Br F\ 



Cf. infra, p. 94. 

qui is adopted by Bentley, Wagner, Fleckeisen. 

I am not sure that this Didascalia is by the first hand in K. 

Cf. supra, p. 67, n. 7. 
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With E are to be grouped K Z. Besides the case of the Haut. 
Didascalia we may observe : Haut. 518 equidem: quidem E K Z; 853 
omnia is assigned to MEN. by E K Z A (interim.) ; the nota is 
interlinear in F in darker ink and in D in lighter red. Both K and Z 
show the influence of 8 in particular readings: 605 detovsxA G a Z 1 ; 
621 magno iam: iam magno D G A a Z; 663 ni ilia: so A (Hauler) 
G A Z alone; 727 renuntiarit: renunciaverit D G K; 576 pudet: 
pigety ix. except K; 646 in omit all mss. except AD'K 1 ; 898 tuum: 
so A 8 K 1 . K in particular seems close to E : 676 nunc omit E K 
(nunc D — corrected later?); 558 quid: quod E K 1 ; 630 inscitiam: 
inscientiam D'EK; 723 induxerunt: adduxerunt E K D G ; 763 
boni tibi: tibi boni E K A ; 899 subolat: suboleat D G A E K M (F 
has e interim., by a later hand according to Warren). 

A third group within the mixed class is represented by M, with which 
are to be joined L and N. We may note the following as instances of 
8 influence on M alone : 192 se miserum: so 8 M; 262 gratum mihi: 
so 8 M; 331 tibi vis: so 8 M; 253 ei esse censes (edd.) — esse censes 
(mss.): esse ea censes D 1 M; 319 mitte : mitte ista M D G; 339 
huius modi: istius modi 8 M; 358 is tunc: is turn G M; 425 tanto et 
magis: etom. G M D (D 1 omits magis also) ; 672 latere tecto: latere 
et tecto G, latere tecto etM E 1 ; 4, r G M alone have the order Chremes 
Sostrata Syrus Nutrix, and in 4, 4 Bacchis Dromo Clinia Syrus 
Phrygian 

To sum up, the mixed group as a whole is very closely allied to y, 
and was derived from an ancestor [X 1 ], which was probably a copy of 
[X]. Into [X 1 ] were entered, as variants, a number of 8 readings, 
which were variously adopted and rejected by the descendants of [X 1 ]. 
In respect of the amount of 8 influence, the mixed family may be 
divided into three groups, with increasing evidence of contamination : 



1 It is with G that M seems particularly connected. This was observed by Schlee, 
although it led him to a wrong conclusion, and is in line with a tendency elsewhere 
manifested by G, of following the reading of fi against that of 5: e.g. Haut. 473 
consusurrant: consusurrat E M G O; 669 hac re: kerde EFLKZG; 943 id 
mirari: id emirari EFHBrMG'(< interim, in D, — first hand?); And. 569 
corrigitur: corrigetur E H Br G; 772 haec: hoc E H Br G; And. subscription 
FINIT E H Br M G; And. 592 is (gloss) add E H Br G; And. 577 suadet: per- 
suadet E H Br S G; Haut. qj&paret: praeparet E H Br G. Is it possible that an 
ancestor of G may have been contaminated by the incorporation of 11 readings? 
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F H Br, E Z K S Ld, M L N. For the restoration of [X], therefore, 
the mixed mss. may be considered as affording a source secondary to 
that of y, and their readings may be used with discretion. More trust 
may, of course, be placed in F H Br than in the members of the other 
two groups. 

C and Y 

Let us now revert to the main part of our inquiry and try to determine 
the interrelationships of the pure y mss., P C O A Y, and their respec- 
tive importance in determining the readings of [X]. P and C show 
such close connection that they have been almost universally believed 
to be copies of the same original. This has occasionally been doubted, 
as by Hoeing 1 ' and Watson, 2 ' but the doubt has remained little more 
than a conjecture. An examination of Y shows that this doubt was 
well grounded. In nearly all the places in the Andria, Haut. and 
Phormio, where P and C differ, Y supports C, while O takes the side 
of P. Moreover, in that portion of the Haut. covered by A., the latter 
nearly always falls into line with C Y. 

C Y (A.) X P O 
1. Where C Y (\) are correct : 

And. 79 dein: dehinc PO8/1. Compare 

70 hue: huic P O 8 /x, huic C (Y lacking). 
151 praes crips ti : so C H Br, praescribti Y, praescripsisti D 
E G, praescripsisti O, praecribsisti P (b from p), — 
sisti (sis in eras.) may or may not be by P 1 . 
171 sequor: sequar PODE (7 S Ld N. 
204 sed dico: sed hoc dico P O hoc in P deleted by a later 

hand. 
345 opportune: so C Y alone. 
495 certe: certi PO. 
659 Mam: ilium P 1 O 1 . 
700 haec: hae P O 8 /x (hae// C). 

864 ego omit P O. C 1 writes in eras. SYM. ego iam te 
{nihil audio is assigned to DRO. by C 1 P 1 ), while P O 
continue ego . . . reddam to the preceding speaker. 
Y * is lacking. 8 ' 



1 Op. cit., p. 333, n. 1. s Op. cit, pp. 167-8. 3 Cf. infra, p. 93. 
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And. 908 CRI. Simo. SI. men quaeris: CRI. Simo men quaeris 
C 1 Y ( C 2 deletes CRI. Simo and writes SIM. interlin.), 
SIM. Simo men quaeris P O, but the noia is by a later 
hand in P and Simo has been erased. 1 * 
Haut. 217 facili me: so C YD 1 , facillime O H 1 Br 1 M, fad// lime 
PF. 
410 luciscit: so C 1 Y, lucescit POS/i C 2 . 
487 illut: illudC 1 , illu/l Y (d erased), ilium PO8/1. 

528 gnatus: natus P F E Z K. 
n 

54$fingil:figitO,figitPF — n added by later hands, ap- 
parently. 

604 ea quae: eaque P O D A 1 a E H Br. 

620 quid siet: quodsietP 1 O K 1 Z 1 . 

675 tarn: tamen P 1 (en erased) O F Z. 

678 argentum: so C Y A. A M, argumentum O P 1 E 1 L 1 F 
H BrZK (vel argumentum A C 2 D 2 on the margin). 

7 15 fiat; fietP 1 OFHBrK. 

747 haut scit hoc : haul scit aut P 1 O Z, hoc interlin., appar- 
ently Z 1 (hoc interlin. C 1 ). 

870 haec uti sunt: ut ut istaec sunt C A. Y (single ut Y), ut 
uti istaec sunt P 0. 2) 
Phorm. PROLOGVS C Y D E H Br, omit P O F G. 
78 advorsum: adversus P O E F. 
8 1 quandam : quondam P 1 1 . 

236 places: placet P O /* — placet from places C, place// Y 
— tall letter erased (placet — /"in eras. D). 

275 iudicum: iudicium O, iudicu// m P (probably P 1 had 
iudicium) — iuditium G. 

44 1 adficit: adfecit P D F G (O lacking) . 



1 P l probably left a blank before Simo, noticing that SIM. was clearly impossible. 
CRI. before evenit in 907 is by a later hand in erasure, and before hie in 908 P 1 
wrote CRI., which was later changed to CRE. 

CRI. Simo is not found in A G B H Br, and presumably not in D E, although 
Umpfenbach's statement does not make this clear. The reading of C Y is evidently 
correct, and is followed by Bentley, Dziatzko, Spengel, Fleckeisen 1 , Wagner, Free- 
man and Sloman, and Fairclough. 

2 Cf. supra, p. 70. 
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474 ecquid: etquid PO 8 /u. (ecquidil). 

484 exit: exiit P O F. 

589 defetiscar: defeciscar P O G E H Br C 2 . 

610 volup est: so C 1 Y, volupe est C'BDE 1 H Br, voluptas 

estYOY G. 
619 eius: pt'us OP — in P a small r is written above, 

apparently by a later hand, and eius is added by a 

corrector. 
621 sic: «'PO D. 

630 victum eum: victum///eum P, victum meum O M. 
712 die esse: digesse O P 1 . 
846 and 929 tantundem: tantumdem P O. 1 ' 

2. Where C Y (A.) are wrong : 

And. 181 interea: inter C 1 Y M (interea E G, interim D Br). 2 ) 

275 inmutarier: immutareer C 1 Y. 

276 verear: vereor CYMH Br. Phas or in eras., possibly 

by a later hand. 
473 intus, a stage direction, is written in capitals as part of 

the nota by C Y H. P E G 1 A Br (O lacking) write 

it as part of the text. 
496 re tulit: rem tulit C Y. 
498 et omit B C Y. 

523 abi intro: abintro C 1 Y 1 , corr. C 2 Y 2 . 
589 vah: va C 1 Y. 
594 ibo: // ibo C Y. 

que 
693 proptereaque : propterea qui C 1 , propterea// '//// Y, corr. 

Y 2 . 
788 mi : mil C, mi I I Y, nui P, corr. P 2 . 
802 is est: is est Crito B C A D Y 2 (Y 1 lacking). 
Haut. 67 vesperi: vespere C Y. 

69/pdere: fo'edere C,/o// dereY (e eras.). 



1 I have omitted the following, which may, however, have confirmatory value: 
Phorm. 112 fostridie: posttridie A P O E Br; 246 quidquid: quicquid PO J/i 
(quidquid C Y); so quicquid P O F H Br {quidquid C Y) at 251, and quicquid P 
OEGY'at 553; 526 sterculinum O P 1 , stercilinum C 1 Y. 

2 Conradt's conjecture inter oscitantis, accepted by Dziatzko, Fleckeisen', Fair- 
clough, Tyrrell, Ashmore, thus gains new support. 



78 Robert Henning Webb 

836 pro alimentis: ornamentis DGE 1 Z 1 HOP 1 {pro 

omitted except in D 1 G A 1 F 2 ), horlamentis A, 1 ' hhor- 

n 
tamentis C 1 ,// or// amends Y (/erased; n may be Y 1 

or later). 

di 
95 2 deridiculo : dericulo C Y. Corr. C 2 , and possibly a later 

hand in Y. 
967 semper: semperp C. semper from sempep by eras, in Y. 
Phorm. 248 After redierii, dum mihi sunt . . . redierit was repeated 

by the first hand of C. So in Y we find a long erasure 

here, and can make out the letters . . . mihi . . . 

oda . . . s . . edieri. 
987 Nausistrata : nausistra C 1 D 1 Y 1 . 
995 narrat: so D 1 Y, narret P H Br (O lacking), narret 

from narrat C. 
1016-17 C wrote in reverse order. In Y these two lines are 

in eras, by a later hand. In P there is no confusion 

(O lacking). 

Without discussing the relative significance of these passages, they 
seem, taken collectively, to prove that within the limits of the y family 
we have two groups : C Y (A) on the one hand, and P O on the other. 
Y cannot be a copy of C, as is shown by the number of uncorrected 
mistakes found in the latter, from which Y is free. 2 ' The natural con- 
clusion is, therefore, that C and Y are copies of the same original. P 
and O, on the other hand, whose very close connection Hoeing has 
already pointed out, likewise had a common origin, from which P 
sprung directly, and O indirectly, through a lost [<«]. Now the parent 
of C Y cannot be [X], since it is far from likely that the mistakes found 
in these two mss. alone can be explained as accidental and independent 



1 Above this word X 1 has nut. Kauer (p. 122) thinks this is X's attempt to repro- 

pro 
duce a correction of t to n, found in his original. P has ornamentis (n in eras, by 
a corrector and pro from t by a very late hand. P ' had «, which probably suffered 
two corrections. A has ^ornamentis — n in eras., by a later hand, as is also h interlin.. 
Before this word A has hasce by a later hand in an erasure of three letters, ortamen- 
lis K, t in eras, by man. post. 

8 Cf. supra, pp. 63 f., and the discussion below of discrepancies between C and Y* 
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errors. For the corresponding reason, neither can [X] be the imme- 
diate original of P O. Therefore, we will conclude that from [X] were 
copied two lost manuscripts, which me may call [X 2 ] and [X 8 ], the 
former of which was the parent of C Y, and the latter of P [<«]. 

Assuming the truth of this hypothesis, let us leave for later discussion 
the relation between P and O, and examine here whatever ground there 
may be for doubting that C and Y are direct and uncontaminated 
copies of the same original, [X 2 ]. 1 ' In the first place, there are several 
cases where C without the support of Y agrees with various other mss. in 
errors not found in y, but most of them may be explained as indepen- 
dent mistakes, due to carelessness on the part of the several copyists : 

And. 123 pedisequas : pedissequas B C E H Br, by dittography. 

129 inposila: posita BCD, because in ignem just precedes. 
699 poterit: potuerit B C G H Br ; but in the next line, 

where G H Br again have the same mistake, C keeps 

the correct poterit.^ 
701 proclivi: proclive 8 /u. and C, corrected into prodivi, 

apparently by C 2 . The confusion of / and e is very 

frequent. 8 ^ 
872 ah: ha BCD (aha G).*> 



1 For the evidence afforded by the lacuna at And. 804, see above, p. 60. So far 
as I know this lacuna is not marked in C in any such way as we were inclined to 
believe was done in [X 2 ]. If, however, there were any such signs in its original, we 
may easily understand how C might fail to copy them. 

Again, on p. 59 above, we saw that Y may or may not have had Eun. Prol. 31- 
45, which lines were omitted by C 1 . If [X s ] contained this passage, it is not 
improbable that C's copyist, of his own accord, left it out as unintelligible and 
evidently fragmentary. 

2 Cf. also Eun. 628 poterit: potuerit ' D G; Eun. 52 poteris : potueris G. 

i 

3 In C we may note the following cases: And. 350 vide: vede; 456 commovi : 

i 
commoveC*; <p^Davi: DaveC 1 ; Haut. 199 Mi: ilk; 205 tolerabilis: tolerabiles; 

i 
tfl^audeam: audiam C 1 ; 622 me: me; 847 dari: dare; 892 scilicet from scelicet 

C. 

4 For ah we find ha in C at And. 649, B C D P O And. 868, D Phorm. 503, 
D E G Phorm. 541, V Ad. 127. Cf. Ad. 132: a A P C ' A, ah F, ah E, ha G, 
haha M.ABDVH Br. 
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Phortn. 105 aderat: erat B C D x G H. adiumenti is the next word. 

330 qui istuc: quid isluc B C F Br. qui and quid are often 
interchanged. 1 ) 
Haut. 832 hac me ocius: so A A G (Jiac ocius D, — hac in eras, by 
a later hand, which also added nc interim.), me hac 
nunc ocius y /t, but me is omitted by C 1 E K. me 
was possibly written above the line in [X 1 ] and [X 2 ], 
for it could have been crowded out by nunc, which 
was originally entered as a gloss on ocius. Or else its 
interlinear position was due to construction marks con- 
necting it with sequere. 

823 es before pollicitus and id after unde are glosses found in 
8 /*. O Y omit them (the whole line is omitted by P 1 ), 
but the first hand of C writes them between the lines. 
No doubt they were so written in [X 2 ] and [X]. 

914 ME. Quid ni: MEN. ah quid ffi'POYH'Br 1 , MEN. 
ahhahe C 1 and [X 2 ]. In P quid ni is in eras, by a 
later hand, so that possibly [X 8 ] also reproduced the 
hahe from [X]. 8 and E K Z M read ahhahe or 
hahahe, and F has ahhae in eras. [X 1 ] had hahe still 
interlin. 

No more significant are the cases of coincidence in error between Y 
and mss. of the mixed or 8 family : 

And. 205 dices: dicas YD'GN 1 , — e and a, from similarity of 
sound, are often confused. 2 ' 
533 O omit G Y. 8 > 
652 cognoris: cognoveris Y D A M. 4) 



1 Cf. And. 302 qui: quidC; And. 575 qui: qui// Y ((/erased); And. 934 qui: 
quid A; Ad. 99 qui: quidO; And. y^gqui: quidG, corrected into qui; Haut. 
532 qui: qui/1 Z; Haut. 642 and 904 quid: quid G; Haut. 801 quid: qui A; 
And. 745 quid: quidG (quid P l ). 

a 

s The scribe of Y makes this mistake in Phorm. 909 animadverterem, Phortn. 685 
narrem from narram. And. 909 negas : nagas, Haut. 1060 antes: amas, And. 277 
putas: putes. Instances of this in the other MSS. are also quite numerous. 

3 Cf. Haul. 684 omit Y; Haut. 240 omit y E H Br; Phorm. 853 O omit 

O 1 E. 

4 The uncontracted forms of the compound tenses are often erroneously substituted. 
Cf. Haut. 584 indicaverit G K; Haut. 727 renunciaverit DGK; And. 238 de- 
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Haut. 612 quiistuc: quid istuc A F K, qui I I istuc Y (d erased). *' 
562 qui istic: quis P C O F 1 Z Br, quid A 1 Y K E 1 F s {qui 
D H), — quid istuc has just preceded, and quid ego 
begins the next line. 2 ' 
Phorm. 155 quod: quid G Y, — the next line begins with qut'dfi 

4 1 9 ne agas : negas Y D 1 E 1 , — merely a confusion of sound. 
658 istanc: istam Y D G. 4) 

In the same way Y and P occasionally show the same careless error : 
Haut. Per. 8 quo: quod A Y, quo// P ((/erased). The relative is 
natural after id factum, and the mistake in P may have 
been corrected by the first hand. 6 ' It is of course pos- 
sible that quod was found as a variant in [X], [X 2 ], 
and [X 8 ]. 
235/5? omit P Y, — perhaps because forte had just been 

written. 
586 lubet: iubet P 1 Y, — an error due to confusion of letters. 6 ' 

More interesting are the passages in which C or Y retains a correct 
reading not found in the other members of the y class, and such pas- 



crerat D alone; Haut. 1059 cognoveris A E; Haut. 429 audivisti A 1 ; Haut. 527 
novistin A; Haut. 891 nuntiavisti A; etc. 

1 Cf. p. 80, n. 1. 

* In And. 702, moreover, Y writes quid for guts. 

3 The frequent confusion between the relative and the interrogative is no doubt 
due in part to the similarity of their abbreviations. Instead of quod, we find quid in 
Y at Phorm. 951, and Haut. 888 (corrected into quod), in G 1 at And. 583, CPOBr 
And. 45, V And. 942, C 1 Haut. 534, K Haut. 760, O Ad. 825, 961, etc. For quid 
we find quod, e. g. G Eun. 290, D Haut. 607 (so And. 537 and D 1 Haut. 759), E 
And. 346 (so And. 347, 621, E 1 Haut. 569), F'KZ Haut. 871, EK'F'D* 
Haut. 558, E D l G A K H F« Haut. 662. 

4 isle and istic in the various cases are often interchanged: Haut. 736 istam: 

istanc y n; 869 istam: istanc S; Eun. 494 istanc: so AG; Hec. 134 isto: istoc 

D O; Eun. 705 isti: istic O. For istuc we find istud: And. 941 M, /for. 272 E, 

c 
Ad. 733 G, ^»</. 652 and 663 Y; Haut. 775 istuc: istud Z. 

5 Cf. And. 655 ?»« /».• quo/I tu Y; Haut. $54. quo: quod Call.; Ad. 825 »«» 
^««. - ^«<J</Call.; sedquo: quod all except AD 1 G; Haut. 721 ?«<;.• quod A; Haul. 
^14 quo: quodO. 

6 So Y has «'«&* for /«<W in Haut. 643 and 738. Cf. Phorm. 43 unciatim from 
undatim C; Phorm. 243 exilia from exilla C; Phorm. 572 aidant from alebant C. 
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sages offer additional evidence of the fact that we have in the CYX 
group the best representative of the original y tradition. For it is 
quite easy in most cases to arrive at the readings both of [X 2 ] and of 
[X], and to show how the discrepancy between C Y arose. 

In the first place we may note, for the sake of comparison, a few 
readings not belonging in this category at all, but rather emphasizing 
the close connection between C and Y : 

And. 242 quia me: quoniam me y p G, quoniame C Y — m added 
interlin by C 1 . 
256 censen me: cens&'inme Y, censen me, n in eras. C 1 . 

Probably [X 2 ] had censen. Y incorporated the &• and 
wrote in for en by mistake. C first wrote censet and 
changed it to censen. 

de 
329 videam: viam C Y — Corr. C 1 , Y later hand. 

552 Gly cerium: glyrium B C Y, but C 1 adds ce. 

727 supsterne: subterne C Y, corrected, however, by C 1 . 
Phorm. 271 rei foret aut: foret rei aut P 1 O, ////// foret autY (rele 
or rela? erased), foret reia ut C (i from / by erasure). 
[X 2 ] had probably the correct order, but rei (written 
so as to resemble rei) was connected with aut by con- 
struction marks, which had appeared in [X] x) and had 
occasioned the change of order in [X 8 ]. C made the 
transposition, but connected with rei the a of aut. Y 
interpreted the marks in the contrary fashion, but took 
only the a instead of the entire word aut, which he 
inconsistently repeated after foret. 

These passages make it clear that C and Y do not always reproduce 
in the same way the corrected mistakes of [X 2 ], and so furnish the key 
for the explanation of other discrepancies, e. g. : 

And. 327 potest: so D 1 E A, potes POYMHBrC, potest C, 
corr. apparently by C 1 . [X] and [X 2 ] potest, [X 8 ] 
and [X 1 ] potest 

1 The object of these was, of course, to bring rei into juxtaposition with its gram- 
matical parallel famae. 

2 It is, however, possible that C makes a lucky mistake here. Cf. And. 333 
potes: potes//Y; And. 647 es: estC; Haut. 848 es: estZ; Phorm. 196 es: est P*; 
Ad. 696 es from est C; Hec. 583 est: es C '. 
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289 oro interim, by C 1 and P Y (possibly later hands). 
with 8 [>. has the word in its proper place. No doubt 
oro was interlin. in [X], [X 2 ], and [X 8 ]. 

577 queam: so O 8 p., quain P 1 Y 1 , quem C 1 . [X] and [X 2 ] 
e 

quam, Y disregarded the e, which C substituted for a. 
In [X 8 ] the same alternative was retained. 

a 

787 credas : so C, credes D P O, credaes Y, credes [X] and 

[X 2 ], credes [X 8 ], credas [X 1 ].' 
Haut. Did. 10 INPARIBVS: so C 1 , INPARILIBVS ^OYF 

C 2 . LI interlin. in [X] and [X 2 ]. 1 ) 
333 sua: so Y, suam O, sua I I P, suam C, corr. apparently 

C 1 . [X] and [X 2 ] suam, [X 8 ] suam, [X 1 ] sua. 
515 tardiusculus : so C, tardusculus PO Y. / interlin. in 

[X] and [X 2 ], omitted in [X 8 ], incorporated in [X 1 ]. 

r r 

628 ego: so A 8 A. Y, ego C 1 , ergo 8 p. [X] and [X 2 ] ego, 

[X I ] and [X 8 ] ergo. 

729 promittit: promittet¥ 1 Y A, promittet altered into/w- 
0?//%'/ by C. If Kauer is correct in ascribing this 
change to C 1 , no doubt i was interlin. in [X 2 ] and 
[X], correcting the erroneous e. 
Phorm. 557 solae: so Y, sola C 1 P 1 O 1 . e interlin. in [X] and [X 2 ], 
omitted by [X 8 ]. 2 ) 

832 sumam: sumam from summam P C. [X], [X 2 ], [X 8 ] 
summam. 

889 ipsa: so Y (O lacking), ipsa// PC(« erased). [X] 
and [X 2 ] ipsam. 

In the last two cases, C and P may very possibly make independent 
errors, in 832 by dittography of m, and in 889 by adding the lineola. 3) 



1 PARILIBVS we find in all the Cafflopians in the Hec. Did., but IMPARIBVS 
in that of the Phorm. 

2 The mistake was due in the first instance to the triginta immediately following. 

3 Mistakes of this kind, arising from a tendency to the nasalization of vowels, are 
common. Cf. And. 359 ipsa re: ipsam re C; Phorm. 335 sententia: sententiam C; 
Eun. 1065 heia: heiamC; Phorm. 544 causa: causaY; Phorm. 117 ageret: age- 
rent C; Haut. 242 sermones : sermones Y; Phorm. 480 aieiat: aiebant O; Eun. 
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A similar explanation may account for the confusion in : 

And. 268 diem: so Y, die B C D O P 1 (so Umpfenbach and 
Warren. I am not sure). [X] and [X 2 ] die (C 
dropped the lineola), [X 8 ] die. 
Haut. 289 mala: 1 ") so A O Y M alone, mala in [X], [X 2 ] and 
[X 8 ], and C and P add the lineola, or else malam, 
and Y and O (or [<o]) drop it, possibly under the 
influence of nulla and re. 

Other discrepancies may be accounted for by the presence in [X 2 ] 
of variant readings, which arose from the incorporation of glosses. We 
have already noticed (p. 80) two cases where this is evident : Haut. 
823 and 914. 

Consider in this connection : 
Haut. 1044 capiam: so Y alone. A E F P O have incipiam, D G 
A inveniam, and BCHBr incapiam. [X 2 ] read 
capiam, with incipiam or in above the line. This 
goes back to [X], and in [X 8 ] took the place of 
capiam. [X 1 ], as H Br show, retained the capiam, 
but reproduced the gloss also. 

And. 349 paves: so Y D 1 A m, caves OP 1 (caves P, s in eras, by 

corrector, and / added apparently by a later hand), 

cave C, — no doubt a variant on the paves of [X 2 ]. 2 ) 

[X] had as a variant either caves or cave, and hence 

the mistake of [X 8 ]. The praecaves of p arose from 

P 
caves. 

Phorm. 333 abradi: so Y 8 /u, abripi C P O, but C 1 P 1 write abradi 

on the margin. Clearly we have here a doublet in 

[X], [X 2 ], and [X 8 ]. 



552 vita: ulta O; Eun. Tj"j hue: hunc O; Phorm. 818 tutus and locus from tutum 
and locum C; Phorm. 890 gestus: gestum Y 1 . And for the omission of the nasal cf. 
Phorm. 66 Lemnum: Lenum P l ; Phorm. 63 Chremem: ChremeC 1 ; Phorm. 360 
audaciam: audatia O; And. 212 fallaciam : fallacia Y. 

1 This is probably correct, although the puzzle has never been satisfactorily solved. 

2 Cf. Haut. 235 caves: cave E D s , cave/1 H. Originally caves may have been a 
corruption of paves, arising from a confusion of letters. 
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519 es dignus: so Y A 8 H Br, es I I digitus C O, est dignu// 
P (m erased, and ~ added by/" 2 ), est dignum (so 
E) was probably a variant in [X], and est'm. [X 2 ] ; 
[X 8 ] accepted est in place of es, and possibly pre- 
served the dignum, which may have been written by 
P \ It is possible that est was a careless mistake in 
C and [X 8 ] 1J and that this gave rise to a second 
error of dignum for dignus, made independently in 
P and E. 

In the same way, though the evidence is not so clear, we may explain 
the correct factum in Y E H Br at Haut. Per. 8, for which C P O F Z 
write fictum, and the correct extraham in Y at Phorm. 181 for the 
abstraham of C O P H Br (in P extraham is written on the margin, 
possibly by the first hand). 

In very nearly all the cases, therefore, in which Y maintains a correct 
reading not found in C, we see that it does so as a result of the scribe's 
habit of disregarding, on the one hand, interlinear variants, and on the 
other, of carrying out corrections suggested in the form of deletions. 
How this habit led him into error occasionally, we saw on p. 82. The 
copyist of C, on the contrary, wrote rapidly, reproducing the corrected 
errors of [X 2 ] just as he found them, and freely accepting interlinear 
variants. He is at the same time the more independent and the more 
careless of the two. 

Before closing the question of the relation between C and Y, I wish 
to add the important testimony of the scene-headings. Watson gave 
the whole subject a very extensive and careful treatment, and was led 
to the conclusion 2 > that C and P were not copies of the same arche- 
type. Now that we have reached the same conclusion, proceeding by 
a different line of approach, we may, for our own purposes, summarize 
the evidence in a slightly different way. Leaving out of account the 
arbitrary and more or less habitual variations shown by the several mss. 
in the method of writing the r61es of the characters, and considering 
only the order of names, we find only one instance of serious disagree- 
ment between C and Y : 

1 Cf. supra, p. 82, n. 2. 2 Cf. supra, p. 75. 
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Haut. 5, i" Menedemus Chremes ACAYEGMZ, Menedemus 
Chremes Clitipho Syrus PFOD. Picture of four 
figures in P F 0, of two in C. 
5, 2 Clitipho Menedemus Chremes Syrus A y /x G, except that 
Y omits Syrus. (In F and H no scene-heading.) No 
space in P F O Y. Picture of four figures in C. 

The picture of four figures in P F O at 5, i, is evidently unsuitable, 
and had its origin, according to Kauer, 1 ) in a combination of the original 
picture, which represented Menedemus and Chremes, with the figures 
of Clitipho and Syrus, imported from 1. 980. This combination resulted 
in the loss of the picture at 5, 2, in which the same four characters 
appeared in a different grouping. Accepting the truth of this hypoth- 
esis, we may suppose that in [X] a space was left at 5, 2, and that at 
5,1, there was a picture of four figures, divided more or less distinctly 
into two groups, with a scene-heading applicable only to the original 
group. The artist of [X s ] completely fused the two groups, supplying 
names for Clitipho and Syrus, and left no space at 5, 2. [X 2 ], on the 
other hand, copied the miniature at 5, 1, in such a manner as to leave 
its composite nature still evident, and also reproduced the space at 5, 2. 
Y and A naturally took over at 5, 1, the heading Menedemus Chremes, 
and Y, sparing as usual, left no space at 5, 2. But C, observing that 
the hybrid miniature at 5, 1, was out of place, transferred the four 
figures to 5, 2, with such changes as the new situation required. The 
elderly Menedemus became the youthful Clitipho, Clitipho was turned 
into Chremes, to Chremes was given the name of Menedemus, and Syrus 
remained unchanged. Finally, in order to supply a picture for 5, 1, C 
found it easy, as Bethe 2) suggests, to imitate the group of Menedemus 
Chremes found at 4, 8. This seems to be a startling innovation, but 



1 Op. cit., p. 123, n. 1. 

2 Op. cit., p. 43. If we may trust the evidence of Cocquelines' illustrations 
(Paris 1768), for which the Vatican miniatures furnished the models, the pictures in 
C at 4, 8, and 5, I, are strikingly similar. In the latter case, however, the gestures 
do not suit the situation, since the relative attitudes of the two old men have been in 
the mean time completely reversed. 

On the other hand, we cannot suppose that C's picture at 5, 1 is only a reproduc- 
tion of the genuine part of the picture in [X] at this point. For the first two figures 
in P O F here are altogether different from C's miniature. 
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we have already observed in C a marked tendency to the independent 
treatment of his original. 

From this disposition of an apparent difficulty, let us pass to a sum- 
mary of the testimony offered by the scene-headings of all six plays. 
In the arrangement of names, two principles are followed, as Watson 
shows, the "picture order," and the "normal order." The former is 
determined, of course, by the grouping of figures in the miniatures ; the 
"normal order" depends upon the order in which the various speakers 
appear in the scene, except when this is disregarded for the purpose of 
grouping characters which have the same r61e, — serin, senes, etc. 
Now in all the headings where C Y (A.) differ from P O, the latter 
show the picture order, whereas C Y (A.) follow the normal order. 

And. 2, 1 Charinus Pamphilus Byrria C 1 D G. 1 ' 

2, 6 Davits Simo C 1 (Kauer and Watson) D G A H Br. 11 
Haut. 4, 4 Bacchis Clinia Syrus Dromo Phrygia C 1 Y A,. 2 ' 
4, 7 Chremes Syrus Clitipho C'UEGM Z. 8 ' 
Ad. 2, 1 Sannio Aeschinus Parmeno C 1 (Kauer) Y D G. 
Phorm. 2, 1 Demipho Geta Phaedria C 1 ('Kauer) Y E M. 

2, 4 Demipho Geta Cratinus Hegio Crito C'YE D.*> 

4, 5 Demipho Chremes Geta C Y M D. 5 > 

5, 6 Geta Phormio Antipho C 1 (Kauer) Y. 6 > 

5, 8 Demipho Chremes Phormio C'YAME 1 . 

The only exception to this rule is Ad. 365, where neither the Syrus 
Demea of C Y E F D, nor the Dromo Syrus Demea of P O are in the 
normal order (i. e. Demea Syrus Dromo). But the fact remains that 
C Y do not have the picture order, which is found in P O. 



1 No scene-heading in Y. 

2 In the normal order the last two names should be reversed, but the picture order 
of P O is markedly different : Bacchis Phrygia Clinia Dromo Syrus. 

3 P ' omits the heading, but O has the picture order. 

4 As is apparent from the facsimile, C has Geta Demipho in eras, by a later hand. 
Cf. Kauer, p. 120, n. I. 

5 The characters speak in the order Dem., Geta, Chr., but this arrangement is 
disturbed in order to group Dem. and Chr., the two senes. 

6 Here the grouping in the miniature corresponds to the order in which the char- 
acters speak in the dialogue, but still C Y may be said to have the normal order, 
grouping in 5, 6, Geta and Phormio, and in 5, 8, Demipho and Chremes. 
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In general, therefore, it seems that [X 2 ] maintained the normal order, 
which in [X s ] was shifted so as to make the names correspond to the 
figures in the miniatures. However, in one case [X s ] agreed with [X 2 ] 
in a heading which will not apply to the picture : Hec. 3, 4, where there 
are four figures in the pictures, but only three names in the headings. 
On the other hand, in six cases where normal and picture order differ, 
[X 2 ] as well as [X s ] showed the latter: 

And. 3, 2 normal order in D G A B H (no heading in Y). 
Ad. 2, 4 no ms. has the normal order. 
5, 7 A alone has the normal order. 

S, 9 E alone has the normal order. (P has only two of the 
four names.) 
Phorm. 5, 9 no MS. has the normal order. 
4, 3 normal order in A E M. 

Perhaps we may conclude that [X] had the scene-headings in the 
normal order for the most part, and that where this differed from the 
picture order, the latter was effected by the insertion of transposition 
marks. In accordance with these, the names in [X 8 ] were shifted, but 
the marks were neglected by the scribe who copied [X 2 ]. It will be 
observed that this suggestion is in line with the theory of Leo, 1 ' that the 
illustrations were copied from some ancient original into a MS. of the y 
family. If we suppose this ms. to have been our [X], it is natural that 
just such a state of affairs should result as we have found reason to 
believe existed in the archetype. 

At any rate, a consideration of the scene-headings adds strong con- 
firmation to our hypothesis that there are two branches of the y family, 
that C and Y, representing one of these branches, are both direct and 
uncontaminated copies of the same archetype, [X 2 ], and that [X 2 ] 
indicates more truthfully than [X s ] the original y tradition. 

The Lugdunensis 

From the readings already quoted it seems clear that this fragment 
of the Haut. belongs to the group C Y. Kauer claims for A precedence 
over the other members of the y family. Is X's excellence sufficiently 



1 Rhein. Mus. 38 (1883), 317 ft. Cf. Rand, op. cit., p. 365, n. 2. 
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accounted for by the great care with which the ms. was written, 1 ) or 
must we believe that X's tradition is purer than that of C and Y? 

In two places Kauer maintains that X is correct against all the other 
mss. : Haut. 795 and 818. In the first of these lines illud has been 
corrected by X 1 into illuc. There seems to be too much variation in 
the orthography of these pronominal forms for us to be sure that illuc 
should be the spelling here. 2) The latter may be merely a whim of 
the scribe, or he may ignorantly imitate the illuc of 793. Again, in 
Haut. 818 Kauer thinks that order is brought out of the confusion that 
has hitherto existed here, by adopting the nunc erased in X between 
abisti and tnihi. If this is the correct reading, the word may have 
been interlin. in [X 2 ], as Kauer shows how frequently nunc is erro- 
neously dropped or inserted. But it is at least possible that the scribe 
wrote it here carelessly, because of the ending nunc mihi of 820. To 
be compared with these cases is Haut. 811, where the gloss tuo, read 
by all the Calliopians, is written between the lines by X. Unless this 
be merely an accident, the word may have been so written in [X 2 ]. 

Occasionally X with other mss. has the correct reading against C Y : 

Haut. 606 et poscit: poscet P O D 1 M E Bi K Z and A in eras, by 
later hand, poscit \ A F H D 2 Z 2 A 2 , and Y by erasure 
from poscet, posciet C. The possibility of the confu- 
sion of e and i, to which all manuscripts are prone, 8 ' is 
facilitated here by the assonance of the preceding et. 
But, in view of C's reading, it is probable that [X 2 ] had 
e corrected by an interlinear *. We cannot be sure 
whether this corruption went back to [X] or whether 
[X 8 ] erred independently. 
788 quam: cum P l O X D 1 G (////// A), turn C Y ,t. A 
doublet in [X 2 ] and [X] ; [X 8 ] chose cum, [X 1 ] turn. 
The incorrect turn arose by confusion of letters, or else 
by deliberate emendation, since the meaning had been 
obscured by the corruption of quam into cum. 



1 Cf. supra, p. 63. 

2 A, for instance, has illud in Eun. 782, 833 (illul), Ad. 228, 766; cf. supra, 
p. 81, n. 4. 

3 Cf. p. 79 and n. 3. 
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555 nequid: so AAA 1 K. This is scarcely more than an 
orthographical variation, and hence not significant. Cf . 
it and id, illut and illud, haut and haud, inquit and 
inquid, quot and quod, etc. 

On the other hand, X sometimes fails to reproduce a correct y read- 
ing. Besides X's independent mistakes, to which should be added 
Haut. 546 adulescentuli : adulescenti A X, we may consider : 

led d 

Haut. 790 aliquid: so A D 1 G A, aliudY C O /t, aliquod X, aliu//// 
Y (» made from ^, and </ added by a later hand, appar- 
ently). [X 2 ] no doubt reproduced from [X] aliquid, 
with the variant aliud, which was adopted by [X 8 ] and 
[X 1 ]. Y 1 , as usual, disregarded the variant, C made 
the substitution, and X kept both forms, writing, how- 
ever, aliquod instead of aliquid^ 
825 ego homo sum fortunatus ; deamo te : ego fortunatus 

t 
homo sum P C O F Z K L (forunalis C), (homo 

sum fortunatus D G A H Br, homo fortunatus sum E, 
sum homo fortunatus A), ego fortunatus homo desum 

sum de 

amo te Y 1 , ego sum defortunatus homo: amo te X 1 . 
Kauer 2 ) is probably right in supposing that the original 
order was that of P C O, etc., with construction marks 
connecting ego and sum. This caused sum to be written 
interlin., and so gave rise to the variations in /*. Sup- 
pose in [X 2 ] the words were written in some such way 

1 II 

sum || 

as : ego fortunatus homo de amo te. C, following the 

marks, writes sum after homo; Y writes sum after de 

instead of before it. X transposes de to a place after 

sum, but, not satisfied with this, writes the meaningless 

sum de above the line, nearer the original position of de. 

Finally, in connection with the scene-heading of Haut. 4, 4, s > X may 
give us an exact reproduction of [X 2 ]. As I have already shown, the 



1 Cf. p. 81, n. 3. " Op. cit., p. 128, n. 2. 3 Cf. above, p. 87. 
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normal order is followed here by C 1 Y X, with Phrygia in the last place, 
although in the picture Phrygia is the second figure, next to Clinia. It 
is noteworthy that the first hand of X has transposition signs between 
the lines, indicating the proper position of Phrygia. If these signs go 
back not only to [X 2 ] but also to [X], we have here an interesting 
confirmation of our theory regarding the status of scene-headings in 
the y archetype. 

[X 2 ] 

It seems, therefore, that the instances of disagreement between X and 
C Y strengthen rather than weaken the bond of connection between 
these three mss., and I see nothing to show that A is not a third copy 
of [X 2 ]. In that case, the age of X, which, according to Kauer, was 
written in the eighth century, increases the dignity of this branch of y. 
The number of mistakes shown by all three mss. in the division of 
words makes it necessary to suppose that [X 2 ] was written in scriptura 
continua. The manuscript clearly had verse distinction, for whole lines 
are omitted by C in two places, Phorm. 242 and Haut. 496, and more- 
over X, although, like C, it is written as prose, indicates by a certain 
sign the beginning of each verse in its original. Y omits lines in three 
places, Eun. 850, Phorm. 374, Hec. 691-2, but in each case the error 
might be accounted for by homoioteleuton. 

There is no proof that the scholia found in C and X, even if 
they are by the first hands, 1 ) were taken from [X 2 ]. In view of the 
influence exerted by the mixed group as furnishing models for the later 
hands of P, C, and D, 2) it is probable that we are to look there also for 
the source of these scholia in y.*) There were, however, a few doublet 
or variant readings in [X 2 ], which were either handed down from [X], 
or else introduced independently into [X 2 ] by some commentator. 4 ' 



1 Rand {of. cit., p. 367) thinks they may be by C. Schlee (p. 38; believes 
they were added later, and Umpfenbach {Praef., p. xxvii £.) is in doubt. That they 
are by the first hand in X is an inference by Kauer (p. 115) from the similarity of ink. 
V's scholia are clearly by a later hand. 

8 Cf. infra, p. 96 and n. I. 

3 Cf. Rand's theory (p. 388) that the Com. Br. was originally written for a MS. 
of the mixed class. 

4 In addition to those already noted, the etiam of C at And. 659 should be men- 
tioned, and the et at Phorm. 245. Y's sufficere for sufferre in Haut. 453 also repre- 
sents a gloss in [X 2 ]. 
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There is no evidence that any ms. of /t or 8 was used as a source for 
these, and it is largely this freedom from a suspicion of contamination 
which contributes to the trustworthiness of [X 2 ] as an authority for 
the readings of [X]. 

P AND O 

Turning now to the other branch of the y tradition, let us examine 
the relation to [X] of P and O. Here we meet at once with a diffi- 
culty. If, as we found it necessary to believe, these two manuscripts 
are copies, the one direct and the other indirect, of a lost [X 8 ], from 
what source, we may ask, did O derive And. 804-853 together with the 
pictures at 5, 1 and 5, 2, — a passage omitted by the first hands of 
C P Y, 1 ) and therefore lost in [X] before [X 2 ] or [X s ] was copied? 
For the two pictures here are clearly a part of the whole series of 
ancient miniatures, and I agree with Hoeing in thinking that it is 
impossible to believe them to have been manufactured by O or [o>]. 
The natural conclusion seems to be that the passage, with its pictures, 
was supplied in [o>] from some other illustrated MS. Do we find in the 
text of O any further indication that its original was subjected to some 
outside influence? 

Hoeing 2) gives a list of eight readings in which O agrees with 8 mss. 
against y, and concludes that [a>] was to a minor degree contaminated 
from some 8 source. In a foot-note is quoted the opinion of Professor 
Warren that these coincidences might be accounted for by supposing 
alternate readings to have been entered as glosses in [X], and preferred 
by the scribe who copied O's original. This is, of course, possible, and 
remains so if for [X] we substitute [X 8 ]. But the theory of con- 
tamination is strengthened by many passages which Hoeing fails to 
quote, and the number and nature of these force the conclusion that 
[<o] was the recipient of some non-y influence. 

1 . O correct against C P Y : s > 



1 On the loss of And. 797-871 in Y, see above, p. 60. 

2 Op. cit., pp. 328-9. 

/ 

3 I have not included here And. 449 puerile : so O S p., puerile P, pueri// le C, 

He 
puer/l 11 II II "t Y, corr. Y s . If P ' added the extra /, perhaps the mistake goes back to 
[X]. In that case [X 3 ] imitated the latter in writing /interlin., and [X s ] made it part 
of the word. O therefore need not have used a different source for the correct reading. 
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And. 121 quae: quia C Y, que I I P (e from i, probably by a later 
hand), quae O 8 /*. 

238 decrerat: decreverat O 8/*, decreberatY, decreverat from 
decreberat C /*. 

238 hodie omit C 1 P 1 Y, not so O 8 /n. 

320 consili: soOSju, consi/ii// P C Y. 

356 ascendo : escendo C 1 P 1 Y A, ascendo O C 2 P 2 and the 
rest. 

515 accersitum : so O 8 //., arcessitum B P CY. 

536 paucis: paucas C 1 P 1 Y 1 , /«««> O 8 /* C 2 P 2 Y schol. 

863-4 £/. «*>%// awafo . . . DA. tamen etsi: DRO. nihil 
audio . . . CUR. tamen etsi C 1 P 1 H Br (Y 1 lack- 
ing). O has these notae, but also by the first hand, 
SIM. on the margin, and DA V. interlinear. 1 ) 
Haut. 174 quisnam: quinam C P Y H Br E 1 , quisnam O D 1 , 

quinam F, corr. F 2 ? 

343-4 SYR. before die and CLIT. before verum have been 
erased in C P Y. These notae do not appear in O, 
although a space has been left before die. 
Phorm. 65 senibus: so O 8 /«., and C P Y by eras, from sensibus. 

246 omne: omnem Y, omne// P, omnem C. 

SS9 GE. iam feres, sed opus est: so O 8 ft.. GET. iam 

s 
ferres est PHA. iam fere sed opus est C 1 . GET. iam 

feres est GET. iamfer// sed opus estP 1 . Y has GET. 

iam feres sed opus est, with a long erasure between 

feres and sed. A trace of red in the middle of this 

would make it appear that Y 1 had the nota GET. In 

that case, the PHA. of C may be an independent 

variation. 

2. O agrees with other mss. in error against C P Y : 

And. 191 hoc quid sit is given to Davus by O P 2 C 2 B. 

604 astutias : astutia O 8 /u, astutias C, astutia I I P Y. 



1 P ! writes DA V. in erasure before tamen etsi, but of the earlier nota, the letter C 
and two others in red are partly visible. C 2 also substitutes DA V. at this point by 
writing it in black abpve the red CHR. of C l . The first hand of C writes SYM. ego 
iam te in erasure. Cf. supra, p. 75. 
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511-516 DA. audivi . . . SI. quid ais : so C 1 P 1 Y. 11 O 

has with DEG'HBrC* SIM. before multa (511) 

and DAV. before hoc (516). 
709 incipit tnihi : mihi incipitO D E G H. 
Haut. 446 ingratiis : ingrafts O 8/1C 2 , ingrat// is Y. 

473 consusurrant ': eonsusurratO E G M, consusurra// I P Y. 
605 Cliniam : Clinia O 8 E H Br M K Z, Clinia from Clin- 

iam C F P Y, Cliniam A.. 
611 qui: atqui O 8 /* P 2 , atquin P 1 C A., atqui/l Y. 
696 hie: hinc P 1 A F Y, hinc C, 2) hie O and the rest. 
85 1 The long scholium after erravi, quoted by Umpf enbach, 

is part of the text by the first hand in O D E A K Z. 
853 CH. et tu eredis omnia, et ilium: CH. et tu credis 

MEN. omnia CH. et ilium OEFKZP 1 . (In F 

MEN. is interlin. in darker ink; A has both notae 

interlin., and so D in lighter red) . 
925 sentiat: ut sentiat D G O (ut D, senciat G). 
977 neque tibi nee tibi: nee tibi nee huic O S /j. P 2 . 
985 quid istuc: qui istuc B C P Y F 1 , quid istuc O and the 

rest. 8 ' 
Phorm. 73 usus : so D 1 P Y, usus C, usu O F H Br {per usum E 

G, usum M). 
227 potest: potes O E F H Br. 
262 me omit O8/1. 

339 asymbolum : adsy(i)mbolum OSfi P 1 . 
478 eu: eheu OEFC (heu PC'YGH Br). 



1 In P there are traces of more than one corrector. SIM. before unde (511) is 
brown and in erasure of red letters (S is partly visible), as is also Davus before 
audivi (51 1), the vus being added much later by the hand which also wrote Symo in 
erasure above mulla, and Davus in erasure before hoc (516). 

8 Kauer reports that n is deleted by C 1 . It is, of course, impossible to be certain 
in cases of this kind, and I have included the passage here because it is precisely 
similar to many others under consideration. 

3 Bentley, Fleckeisen, Wagner, read qui. 
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718 GE. rem . . . DE. due: Besides these notae, O 1 has 
written above in red ink DEM. and CHR. In G rem 
is given to Demipho, and the nota before due has been 
erased. D has B before rem and E before due in 
the hand of the Scholiast. 1 ' 

850 vapula: vapulabis OS/»Y ! C late hand, vapulabo JP 2 
C\ 

930 in: tO 8fi, i/l P C Y. 

To these may be added four readings quoted by Hoeing, 2) in which 
O incorporates certain glosses : Eun. 44 animadvertite D E G O ; 8) 
Bee. 64 te D E F Br O P 2 ; Ad. 39 s/uH/is D E F G O C 2 P late hand; 
Ad. 854 opus and hilarem D E G A m 4 > O E 2 P late hand; and finally 
this striking case from Eun. 699 : nee . . . dicier omit C 1 P x . 6 > O 
has the sentence with S jtt, but omits by oversight umquam before 
audieramfi 

In many of these cases it will be observed that P C Y have been 
altered by deletion or erasure to agree with the reading of O, and it is 
possible that O may be reproducing the corrected text of [X s ] and 
[X]. But such an explanation is not probable when we consider the 
similarity of these cases to the others in which alterations are clearly 
not made by the first hands of P C Y. The conclusion, therefore, 



1 See Umpfenbach, Addenda, p. lxxxviji. 

2 Op. cit., pp. 328-9. 

3 C has this word as a variant, but the whole Eun. Prol. is by a later hand in this 
MS. The animadvertite of P is also a later addition. 

4 I have used this designation for the Cologne Fragment in order to distinguish it 
from the Monacensis (M). Cf. Schmitz, Jahrb. 97 (1868), 652 ff., and Fritsch, 
Philol. 32 (1873), 454 ff. 

5 Hoeing, p. 322. 

6 I have omitted from my list the following coincidences, which may be due to 
accident: And. 518 extemplo : extimplo O E; And. 946 milies from miliens C s , 
miliel/s P (Y lacking), milies OJf; Phorm. 487 milliens C, millie//s P, mil/lie/ls 
Y, miliel/s A, milies OFHBt(sin eras, by O 2 ); And. 967 na//ctus P C, nactus 
O V A M H Br; Haut. 485 putabit: puiavitO A M E 1 ; Haut. 601 drachmarum: 
dragmarum O Z G H Br; Haut. 401 hocine: hoccine O E F H Br; Phorm. 589 

g 

experirier: experier M O 1 , cf. E; Phorm. 346 coitiost: so Y, coitiost C P (appar- 
ently by a later hand in P) , coitio est O S ft; Phorm. 789 eis : imAC'P'Y 1 , his O 
5 m; And. 33 Us C'P,ttOGHM; Haut. 501 is C x P 1 Y, his O G o E F P* C. 
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seems plausible that O has suffered, through [<o], corrections from the 
same source used by the correctors of P C Y. This influence came, 
however, not from S, as Hoeing believes, but from /x. In only one 
case quoted above does O have a reading found in 8 alone, — the 
gloss ut in Haut. 925, which may very naturally have been found in 
some mixed ms. ; but, on the other hand, O's reading in several cases 
is found in ft. alone. This theory is strengthened by the fact that there 
is evidence elsewhere to show that mss. of the mixed group were used 
as models by later hands of P C Y.*> Taking all this into considera- 
tion, we are warranted, it seems to me, in concluding that [<o] was 
contaminated from some illustrated mixed ms. which also supplied 
for [o>] the text of And. 804-853 and Eun. Prol. i-3o, 2) and the pic- 
tures at And. 5, 1 and 5, 2. 

Turning to P, we find its status to be clearly different in this respect 
from that of O. There are, however, a few readings which may in- 
dicate that P is not altogether uncontaminated : Phorm. 62 dico: dabo 
P E ; Phorm. 586 fit: sat P E 1 F H Br (sciet H). Both dabo and sat 
are glosses which are peculiar to /*. The same may be true of sunt for 
sint in P E Br (not C or F) at Phorm. 125, although i for u is a 
frequent error. 8) In And. 665 for hoc est, P H Br and Bentley's Regius 



1 Among many indications of this fact, consider the following: And. 319 advenio: 
advenio C, venio H Br; 329 proficiscor : proficiscar E P 2 '; $$9reducunt: reducant 
C'Y' EH; 723 malitia : militia C 2 H Br; Haut. 240 conantur : comantur P 2 
Petrensis (cf. supra, p. 67, n. 2) ; 606 daturam : daturum E H Br K Z M P 2 A 2 
D 2 F 2 ; 368 hoc: ob hoc E H Br F 2 C 2 D 2 ; 716 aetatem : tandem E F K Z P 2 C 2 
D 2 ; 813 ibin ■ is AC'?'XO Y 1 , ii G A 1 (in D 2 in eras.), i M C 2 P 2 Y 2 ; 891 
desponsam : desponsatam P 2 H ; 979 tibi : sibi E H P 2 ; Eun. 269 hisce : Met Petren- 
sis, hi//ce PC; Phorm. 209 abeo . abeam H Br P 2 ; 519 dignus : dignu//V, lineola 
add. P 2 , dignum E; 661 pignori: pigneri E P 2 (?); 719 abit: abeat P 2 C 2 , abit 
from abeat F; 709 quid add. P 2 , aliquid E corr. rec; 766 malis: malos E F H 
Br Y 2 P 2 C 2 (0 in eras. D) ; 973 venias : veneas H Br M P 2 C 2 D 2 Y 2 ; 1022 quid: 
qui P C 1 Y D (O G lacking), quid A C 2 H Br M (E F lacking). 

Other cases might be quoted to show the same source for the corrections of D 2 also. 

2 The Armarium, Periocha, and Prologue figure of the Eunuchus were not sup- 
plied in [w] from the same source, because, as we have seen (p. 69), these had been 
lost in [X] before [X 1 ] was copied. 

3 Cf. And. 712 ducam : dicam Y; Haut. 218 locus: locis C; Eun. 151 ilium 

u u 

from ullum C; Hec. 200 ullam : illam F; Hec. 305 unde : inde F; Hec. 189 it: ut 
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15 B VIII read est hoc, possibly as the result of construction marks 
connecting factum and est. Moreover, in the list on pp. 75 ff. of P O 
against C Y, a fair proportion of [X 8 ]'s readings seem to be shared by 
8 /j. or by single mss. of the mixed family. Now since /j. does not share 
all of P O's peculiarities, but on the other hand often agrees with C Y, 
we can scarcely suppose [X 1 ] to have taken its rise from [X 8 ] instead 
of from [X]. It is, therefore, possible that [X 8 ] suffered some impor- 
tation of variants from p, such as the dabo and scit of P, the dehinc of 
P O 8 /x at And. 79, tamen of P 1 O F Z at Haut. 675, adversus of P O 
E F at Phorm. 78, etc. 1 ' Such cases are so few that the doublets may 
have come down from [X], and many coincidences of P O with /x look 
more like independent errors, as sequar for sequor'm. And. 171, opor- 
tune for opportune in And. 345, tucescitiot luriscitm. Haut. 410, natus 
for gnatus in Haut. 528, que for quae in Haut. 604, quod lot quid in 
Haut. 620, fiet tor fiat in Haut. 715, et quid for ecquid in Phorm. 474, 
etc. At any rate, P is much purer than O, and even if we admit that 
[X 8 ] was slightly contaminated, this must have been to a still greater 
extent true of [<*]. Besides the readings I have already quoted, the 
few other cases where P agrees with other mss. in errors not found in 
COY may all be attributed to accident : 

And. 684 erit oxaix. P 1 m. 

871 ecquid: et quid PV) E G and the later hand of Y. 2 ' 
Haut. 754 sumptus: sumptos P 1 A, — tantos just precedes. 8 ' 
Phorm. 384 sobrinum: sobrium PD 1 M, — nasalization of n, or the 
similarity of i, n, and u, caused this omission. 



u 

F; Haut. 534 unde: indeF; Haut. 633 inprudentem : inpridentem G; Haut. 825 
fortunatus : for'unatis C; Haut. 887 fingit from fungit F. 

1 Cf. Phorm. 518 horunc : horum O 5 /*, horum// P (c erased). Probably [X 3 ] 

m 
had horunc, and P substituted m for n alone instead of for nc. 

2 c and / are often confused, either for palaeographical reasons, or from similarity 

of sound. Cf. Phorm. 184 turn : cum Y; Haut. 74/0 harunt C; Hec. 288 si citius: 
sic citius P E, sit citius C'GFMH; Haut. 946 retundam : recondam O; and the 
many cases where t or c is followed by i. 

u 
Cf. also Haut. 125 lectos: lectus C; Hec. 459 consobrinos C; Phorm. 234 moni- 
tor from monitur C; Haut. 828 loquitor : loquitur A, loquitor from loquitur X 1 A; 
etc. 
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8 1 nactus: natus F 1 jP 1 {nactus i 52 ). 1 ' 

i 

123 perduint: perdunt P H Br M, perdunt G, — cf . sobrium 
above. The unfamiliarity of the scribes with the 
archaic form may have facilitated the corruption. 

178 nunc omit A jPE F, — almost haplography with nunt- 
of the next word. 2 ' 

249 For esse, the gloss found in all the Calliopians, P E have 
est. Compare 

603 esse: fi/PDM. If esse had the usual abbreviation, e 
would be merely haplography. Cf. Haut. 673 esse 
y /x: est esse E. 

600 attat: a'tat PDEH, — haplography. 

665 ancillula : ancilla PDG, — almost haplography, espe- 
cially if a had the " open " form. 8 ' 

862 accurrit: occurrit P E. occipio occurs in the same verse. 
But and a are often confused. 4 ' 

It remains to discuss a few places where P offers the correct reading 
against the other y mss. : 

Haut. 595 egisti: egistin all mss. except A P. Unless this be a 
lucky error due to the assonance of egi preceding, ne 
was probably an early Calliopian gloss, still interlinear 
in [X], intended to show that egisti and not egi was to 
be taken with the interrogative ecquid. 



c 

1 CI. And. 967 nanctus : natus G; Phorm. 168 nactus: natus V; Ad. 750 fac- 

turum: faturum P; Haut. 890 expeto : expeto from expecto E; Haut. 535 invilum: 
invi//tum D {c erased) ; And. 873 mitte: micte D; And. 898 amittere Call. : amic- 
iere D; Haut. 480 amittas: amictas D. 

2 O has nunc nunc nuntiet. This may point to an interlinear nunc in [X 3 J. 

3 Cf. also Haut. 899 paululum : paulum Call.; Haut. 546 adulescentuli : adules- 
cenli A X. Also often paululum for paulum : And. 903 Call., And. 630 S p, And. 
794 E G M, Haul. 498 G F o. And. 447 aliquantum : aliquanlulum D E H Br; 
Haut. 627 puellam : puellulam E. 

4 Cf. Ad. 451 hac : hoc P; And. 329 proficiscor ; proficiscar E P 8 '; Eun. 564 

dono: dona C 1 ; Hec. 205 accuser: a from o C 2 ; Hec. 86 Corinthum : Carintham 


D 1 ; Haut. 598 a/i<?: a/«a Z? 1 ; Haut. 537 ^ras.- «-a.s D; Phorm. 27 Phormio: 

formia G; etc. 
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1047 accersi: so P, arcessi C O Y H Br. arcessi was pos- 
sibly a gloss in [X], adopted by [X 2 ], but kept as a 
variant by [X 8 ]. Or the correct form in P may be an 
accident. 1 ' 
Phorm. 820 ut: ut ut all mss. except A PY. It is highly probable 
that, as Kauer 2 > maintains, ut ut is the correct reading, 
which P corrupted by haplography. 

902 Before ridiculum, which A gives to Demipho, P has 
space for a nota. No such space is found in the other 
mss., which give the whole line to Phormio. In [X] 
there must have been a space left for the nota, or else 
the latter was erased. 

926 hie maneat: hie omnis maneat C O Y H Br, hie maneat 
omnis P. omnis in P is very small and crowded (not 
in eras., as Umpfenbach reports), and may possibly be 
by P 2 , as Warren believed. However that may be, the 
word must have been interlin. in [X 8 ], as also in [X]. 
And. 631 est omit C O Y H Br. P does not omit the word, but 
crowds it, in the form -^-, between tempus and pro- 
missa. I found no instances of the use of this abbre- 
viation by P 1 , and am inclined to think it a later 
addition, in spite of the similarity of the ink to that 
used by the first hand. 

The Restoration of [X] 

In comparatively few cases, therefore, do we get from P or O a hint 
not found in C Y X of the readings of the y archetype. But in one 
particular at least, P and O are more trustworthy sources for [X] than 
are C Y, and that is in the matter of verse distinction. Accuracy in 
this respect is, of course, to be attributed to the care of the copyist 
alone, and no amount of text-contamination from outside influence need 
have any effect upon it. P and O show a most remarkable unanimity 

1 Cf. And. 979 accerse: arcesse A; Eun. 47 accersor : arcessor B D G M; Eun. 
510 accersier : arcessirier D G; Ad. 354 accerse : arcesse B C F P» H Br; Ad. 890 
accersant : arcessant D G. 

2 Op. cit., p. 134, n. 1. 
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in this regard, not only transmitting the plays in accurate verse form, 
but also dividing at the same point the verses which are too long to 
be written on one line. 1 ' On the supposition that P and O are repro- 
ducing exactly the system followed by their archetype in dividing verses, 
Hoeing 2 ^ based a conjecture that [X], which he took to be the imme- 
diate original of P and [<o], had 18 lines to the page, and that the lost 
lines, And. 804-853, were written on the two middle leaves of a quater- 
nion. Although we have interposed [X 3 ] between P [o>] and [X],this 
conjecture will still hold good, if we may believe that [X s ] imitated 
accurately the verse-division of [X] . 3) A striking confirmation of Hoe- 
ing's theory is found in the fact that after Phorm. 499 P writes 518, a 
phenomenon hard to explain unless we suppose a whole page of 18 lines 
to have been skipped. It may well be that the scribe of P is not 
responsible for the displacement. He may have found 1. 518 so written 
in his archetype, and copied it thus, with the signs restoring it to its 
proper position, whereas [<o], following the direction of these signs, 
actually made the transposition, with the result that in O the line is in 
its proper place. 

There may be some connection between the Andria lacuna and the 
one at the beginning of the Eun. If [X] had 18 lines to the page, of 
which a space of 6 lines was devoted to each picture, we may arrange 
as follows the folia of [X] from And. 854 to Eun. Prol. 30 : 

ir 854-864 (858-864 broken) 

iv 865-871 (865 broken) + Pict. at 5, 3 4- 872-875. 

zr 876-893. 



1 See Hoeing, pp. 325-7. The identity of P and O is even more complete than 
Hoeing represents, for there were a few mistakes in Warren's report of "broken" 
lines in P. We find no lines broken in O that are not broken in P, or vice versa, but 
occasionally the two mss. differ in the particular syllable at which a verse is broken. 
Of such disagreement the only instances in the Andria are : 1 78 P breaks after fecit, 
O after neque ; 239 P after communication, O after the of oportuit; 301 P after 
nuptum, O after nup- ; 350 P after pericli, O after est; 397 P after neglegentem, 
O after neglegen-. 

2 Op. cit., pp. 333-5. 

3 At And. 254 C writes mihi . . . Pamphile on the margin. Since P and O break 
this line after Pamphile, C's error would go to show that [X 2 ], which we have 
already found (p. 91) to have been written with verse-distinction, followed [X 3 ] in 
reproducing also the broken lines of [X]. 
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2v 894-903 (900 broken) + Pict. at 5, 4 + 904 (broken) - 1 ' 

3 r ^S-^l (906-908, 912, 917 broken). 

3# 918-929 (918-919, 921, 925-926, 928-929 broken). 1 ' 

4 r 930-939 (930-933. 935-937, 939 broken). 

4V 940-949 (940-943, 945-949 broken). 1 ' 

5 r 950-956 (all broken) + Pict. at 5, 5- 2 ' 

5 v 957-9 6 7 (957, 9 6 o, 962-963, 965-967 broken). 

6r 968-977 (969-971, 973-977 broken). 

6^978-981 (978-979 broken) + Didascalia (n lines) + 1 vacant 

line. 
7 r Eun. Armarium. 3 ' 
7 v Eun. Per. and Fig. Prol. 8 ' 
8r Eun. Prol. 1-15. 
8v Eun. Prol. 16-30. 4 ' 

Prefixing to these eight folia the two containing 11. 804-853, we have 
one quinion, from the beginning and end of which [X] lost two folia 
each. The opening folia of the Eunuchus, containing a large amount 
of free space, were cut out by someone in search of parchment, and 
this caused the loosening and consequent disappearance of the two 
folia at the beginning of the quinion. Fol. 7 was lost before [X 1 ] 
was copied, 6 ' and the rest before [X 2 ] and [X 8 ] took their rise. 6 ' 



1 I have assumed here that the half line might be written below the last ruled line 
of the page. 

2 Four lines instead of six are allowed for the picture here, because, as it is at the 
bottom of the page, the lower margin could be utilized. 

3 Cf. Bethe, op. cit., p. 44. 

4 Prologues were often accorded more space in the mss. than fell to the lot of the 
rest of the text. Cf. Hoeing, p. 334 and n. 2. 

5 Cf. supra, p. 69. 

8 Since this article was put into the hands of the printer, I have had brought to my 
notice Kauer's comprehensive review in Bursian's Jahresbericht 143, pp. 176-270, 
and I observe that in the course of his remarks on Hoeing's article, the writer discusses 
the loss of the 7 MSS. in the Andria. It is gratifying to find that the basis of Kauer's 
explanation is the same as the one I have adopted : the connection of the Andria loss 
with the one at the beginning of the Eunuchus. But he reaches quite a different 
conclusion in regard to the paging of [X] . For, while accepting Hoeing's distribu- 
tion of And. 804-853, Kauer strangely assumes for [X] a page of 24 11., instead of 
Hoeing's 18, apparently not observing that this 18 11. includes the 6 11. allowed for 
each picture. This page of 24 11. Kauer then proceeds to alter into one of 25 II., be- 
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If [X] was written 1 8 lines to the page, it is natural to suppose that 
the script was majuscule. There is little material on which to base a 
theory, but digesse for die esse in P 1 O at Phorm. 712, and plus for eius 
in P O at 619 would seem to point to capitals. 

To sum up, we have found that [X], the archetype of the y family, 
was bound in quinions, and written possibly in capital script ; that it 
was furnished with a small number of interlinear or marginal variants, 
but had no perceptible connection with the transmission of the mediaeval 
commentaries ; that it had a complete set of miniatures, and occupied 
the position of intermediary between the non-illustrated and the illus- 
trated tradition. From [X] were copied three lost mss., [X 1 ], [X 2 ], 
and [X 8 ]. [X 1 ], corrected probably from some 8 ms. of good standing, 
gave rise to the members of the mixed class, which show 8 influence in 
such varying degree as to make it probable that the mixed tradition, 
besides the contamination of its archetype, was later subjected still 
further to the incorporation of 8 readings. [X 8 ] was the parent of P 
and [«>], from which O was copied. Possibly [X 8 ], and certainly [<o], 
suffered an importation of variants from /*. [X 2 ] was the original of 
C Y A., which mss., except in the matter of verse-distinction, afford the 



cause P and O each have 25 11. to the page, and on this basis he makes a rough esti- 
mate that one quaternion of [X] could contain And. 804-Eun. Prol. 30. It will be 
seen that my quinion is the result of a more careful calculation ; nor does Kauer 
explain how And. 804-853 could fill four pages of 25 11. each. 

Furthermore, the confused version of the Eun. Prol. in D G leads Kauer to derive 
the S archetype directly from [X]. D and G write 11. 30-45 before 11. 1-29, and 
therefore, Kauer argues, the scribe who copied the S archetype, had for his prototype 
a MS. in which 11. 1-30 had been lost ; but, noticing that 1. 31 began in the middle of 
a sentence, he completed the sense by prefixing 1. 30, which he found in some other 
MS. containing the Eun. Prol. intact, and then, from this same source, copied 11. 1-29 
after 1. 45. Such a procedure seems highly improbable. For, if the scribe was intel- 
ligent enough to observe that the sense of 11. 31 ff. was incomplete, how, we may 
ask, could he have been so stupid as not to copy the whole prologue in the proper 
order from his secondary source? But even if such an explanation can be accepted, 
surely we do not find in this possibility sufficient ground for deriving S from the y 
archetype, in the face of all the evidence which could be adduced against such a 
theory. If the corruption in S has any connection at all with the loss in 7, it is far 
more likely that D and G were influenced by some early mixed MS., which fell heir, 
through [X 1 ] , to some confusion resulting from the loss in [X] . But I agree with 
Hoeing in thinking that the displacement in S is a phenomenon entirely independent 
of 7's loss. 
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main source for the restoration of [X]. Such a restoration time will 
not allow me to complete in detail, but the principles which should 
govern the process are sufficiently clear. The errors of [X 2 ] may be 
corrected from [X 8 ], and vice versa, and in cases of doubt [X 1 ], 
particularly as represented by F H Br, is of value. The result cannot 
but enhance the dignity of [X], by shifting upon [X 2 ] or [X 8 ] the 
responsibility for many errors of which the mistakes of P, C, and O 
have heretofore appeared to accuse the archetype. The relative worth 
of 8 and y is another question, which cannot be settled without estab- 
lishing the connection between D, G, A, V, and a. I believe that [X] 
will at least bear comparison with the 8 archetype as affording a source 
for the reconstruction of the original Calliopian text. 



APPENDIX I 



The following is a list of all passages not elsewhere emphasized in 
this paper, in which Umpfenbach's report of the readings of P and C is 
seriously at fault. 1 * 

And. 88 symbolam : " symbolum P." u ex a a man. post, um in 
ras. O 1 ? symbolam C Y H Br M, simbolum 8 E Ld. 

102 despondi : despondit O, despondi || P C Y. 

103 obstat : "sic P, stat ex corr." obstat P 1 , stat postea inductum. 
154 qui : " quis C D G." qui C 1 G 1 , quis C 2 G 2 . 

175 " et ont. C." et C 1 , alterum et add. C 2 . 
319 ad te advenio : ad te advenio C. puncta add. C 2 , utvideiur. 
360 ipsus : "ipseC 1 ." etiam P 1 O Y. 

353 prehendit : "apprehendit B D E P." prehendit P, apprehendit 
D E H Br m, adprehendit A. 

423Uxore: "uxorem C." uxore C. 

444 cauit : " caute P." cauit P. 

451 opsonatum: " opsonatus ex opsonatum C." corr. C 2 . 

460 haud : " baud C." h et d add. C 2 , hau P Y (O deest). 



1 I do not include here the corrections of P's readings in the Andria already noted 
by Hoeing. 



104 Robert Henning Webb 

V o 

508 ere renuntio : "erere nunti||||C." V add. C 2 , o add. C 1 . 
ere 1 1 1 1 nuntio Y, 1 1 1 1 nuntio ere A. 1 ) 

531 nolit : " nollit C P, corr. C 2 P 1 ." no 1 1 lit P Y. 

622 dispiciam : "despiciam C 1 ." etiam P 1 O Y. 

686 quis est : " quid est B C E." etiam G P O Y H Br. 

721 obsecro est: "obsecro iriaji est P." mali et e in ras. a man. 
post. 

723 malitia: "memoria D 1 E G et in ras. P." emoria in ras. a 
man. post. 

se 

857 severitas: "veritas C." corr. C 2 . Veritas etiam P 1 O A (Y 
dee si) . 

873 ac : "et P." et in ras. a man. post, utvidetur. 

901 " hoc «.BDEG P." etiam C O Y H Br. 

909 qua re : " quade re C." corr. C 2 . 

916 itane : "ita P, itane C." ne add. C 2 . 

939 SI. ne : "SI. ne C." sa add. C 2 , etiam P 2 . 

941 odium : "odio P, o in ras." odium P 1 , m eras, et o ex u a man. 
post, ut videtur. 

945 CH. Ipsa east. CR. east : " CH. Ipsa est CR. Ea est B C P." 
CR. Ipsa est CH. Ea est B C P O G E H Br (Y deest), CH. Ipsa est 
CR. Ea est A A D 1 (in D notae * et H sunt in ras. atram. nigro). 

953 potest: "potes C 1 ." potest C. 

Haut. 45 si : " sin F P." etiam C O Y M H Br. 

94 ah quid : "ah P." h in P a man. post, sed hasta uP 1 . fortasse 
ad P 1 , quod habet etiam O. at C Y D 1 (ah man. post.), at vel ad /* 
(ut E). quod y F M, quid D H Br E 1 . 

95 scies : " sciens C." etiam P 1 , sciens O, scie || s Y. 

154 qui fit ubi : " ibi fit 1 1 || ubi P, ibi fit in ras. a corr." ibi ex qui 
a man. post., fit scripsitP 1 . 

170 ibo uisam : "ibo ut uisam F P." etiam C O Y H Br. 



1 I include this case here, although Miss Johnson's report is that re is probably 
deleted by C '. If so, possibly Y ' erased re. But in the case of deletions, the hand 
must often, of course, remain in doubt. I believe the change was made here, as in 
the case of A also, by correctors who used MSS. of the mixed group; cf. H: ere 
nuntio, although perhaps renuntio originally. 
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180 nostin : " nosti C F 1 ." etiam P O Y H Br. 
210 quod : "quid C E F." quod C E F. 
221 quod : " quid C D." quod C D. 

279 aut : " haut ex aut P." aut ex haut P C Y, haud O F H Br. 
288 ornantur : " ornatur E P." etiam C O Y F H (ornat Br). 
331 CLIT. Siquidem : "CUT. ex CLIN utvidetur P." corr. man. 
post. CLIN, etiam C O Y H. 

485 petet : "quod petet codd. omnes exc. A F 1 P 1 ." quod om. etiam 

503 ita : " itan B D P." etiam C O Y H Br E 2 F 2 . 

505 re in : " in re A D E G P." etiam C O Y F H Br. 

606 daturam : "daturam, a in ras. P." daturam P 1 , daturum P 2 . 

662 quid : "quod C E F 2 G." quid C. 

673 e faucibus: "ex faucibus P." et cett. Call., ut ait Kauer. sed 
e faucibus A D. 

740 egon : "sic B C E." et G {addenda, p. lxxxiv). etiam cett. 
Call. exc. D 1 . In P n in ras. a S 1 (Kauer). sed P 1 quoque egon 
scripsisse videtur. 

813 ibin : "iBCEF P." is A C 1 A. O. i || P. i Y in ras. duo- 
rum litterarum. 

881 nisi idem : " nisi si idem B P." etiam CXOYFKZLrfE 
interim., fortasse a man. post. 

892 iniecisse : "iniecisse se P." iniecis se P. 

906 operuere : "operiere C 1 ." etiam P 1 , — uaiaP 2 , opieriere 
Y, opperiere OZ 1 . 

1010 oh : "o C 1 D." etiam P O Y. 

Phorm. Arg. 1 1 agnitam : " adgnitam A C D." etiam P O Y. 

2 a studio : " ab studio P B D E G." a studio P. 

138 feret : " fert B P." etiam C O Y H Br. 

166 depecisci : "depiscisci C 1 ." depicisci O Y. depecisci P, altera 
e in ras., fortasse a man. post. 

181 neque quo : " nee quo E P." etiam CFOYHEr. 

209 abeo: "abeam ex abeo P 1 ." habeo P 1 , h eras., et a ex o a 
man. post., utvidetur. 

221 quod : "quod p." d add. P 2 , quo C O Y H Br D. 

V 

290 inmeritissimo : "inmeritissimo G P." corr. P 2 . 

296 necesse : "necesse || P." necessum P \ corr. man. post, neces- 
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e 

sum O Y. necessum C, corr. man. post. 

301 alio pacto, faenore : "alio pacto vel faenore B F P." man. post, 
in P et C. 
• 321 "in om. C E 1 ." etiam P B O Y F H Br. 

344 rationem ineas : "ratione si ineas P (si? et in atram. diverso 
scripta)." si in ras. atram. nigriore, ineas atram. pallido. rationem 
P 1 fortasse, cum C Y. 

356 "PH. supra lineam C P 2 " corr. C 2 . PH. om Y, interlin. a 
man. post. O. 

389 ego : "egon B E P, egone CDF G." egon B E P C O Y F 
H Br, egone D G. 

552 "Antiphonis orationem a dii bene incipiunt~B P 1 ." etiam C O 
YHBr. 

611 compluria : "conplura C." etiam P F O Y. 

621 inter nos : " inter uos A B C DV etiam P O Y F H Br M. 

642 a primo : "a|| primo P." nulla est rasura. t add. man. post. 

661 pignori : "pignori F P, pigneri E." e in P add. P 2 . 

709 autem noui : "autem quid noui P." quid add. P 2 . 

712 "Antiphoni tribuunt abi — Phaedriae B D 2 P." etiam C O Y F. 

719 abit : "abeat, ea in ras. P." eat in ras. a man. post. 

726 convenit (congruit Call.) : "congruet P." i ex e fortasse effecit 
man. post, congruet C O Y E F H Br. 

759 et : "atque BCD E." etiam G P O Y F H Br. 

762 nunc quid : numquid E F P." nunc quid P. 

766 malis : "malos, o in ras. D P." a man. post, in P. 

768 casam: "causam, us in ras. P." usam in ras. a man. post. 

774 scio : " sciam C 1 ." etiam P 1 O Y. 

809 una : " uno P." una P. 

822 quas : " quam P." ex quas uP'. 

830 poteretur : " poteretur, prior e in ras. P, poteretur C." i exe a 
P 2 , fortasse etiam C 2 . poteretur O Y. 

848 institeris : " institeris P." u add. P 2 . 

871 AN. Quod : "PHO. Quod C." etiam P Y E H Br 1 (O deest). 
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888-9 ingratiis ei (ingratis eis vel iis Call.) : " ingratis sis P, prior s 
in sis in ras." iis (vel eis?) P. ingrati si is C, ingratis || iis Y (s eras.). 
O deest. 

905 quidem ut : "semper interlin. P," add. P 2 . 

947 argentum : "argento ||, o in ras. DP." o ex u in ~P,fortasse a 
man. post. 

973 venias : " veneas B C 2 P." veneas ex venias a P 2 Y 2 . 

980 cum : "ex in ras. P." scripsit P 2 in ras. trium litterarum. 

1022 sedquid: "sed quid C." alteram d add. C 2 (sed qui P Y, 
O deest). 

1030 ogganniat: "obgonniat P? " obganniat P. 



APPENDIX II 



At the suggestion of Professor E. K. Rand, I examined a number of 
mss. in Paris, Oxford, and London, in search of further evidence bear- 
ing upon his study of Early Mediaeval Commentaries on Terence, 
in Class. Philol. IV, 4 (1909), 359-389. In P. A. P. A. XL (1910), 
p. lxxii f., the writer adduces two Paris mss., 7900 A, S. X, and 7184, 
S. XV, as giving additional support to his theory that Vita Ilia and the 
argument beginning Orto bello formed the preface of the commentary 
furnished by the Monacensis. This hypothesis seems to be borne out 
also by Harleianus 2750, 5. IX/X, 1 ' which contains this vita and 
argument written in the same hand as the text, and has a body of 
scholia clearly based on that of the Monacensis, with a few additions 
and omissions. 2 ' The same is true also of Paris. 7918, S. XV, 8) although 
the divergences from the Com. Mon. are more numerous here. 



1 So Hauler, Phormio, p. 189, n. 3. 

8 The only ground of comparison is the And. Arg. and Prol. 1-12, for which 
Dziatzko has published all of M's scholia (Jahrb. 149 (1894), p. 470 f.). 

3 After the end of Vila Ilia {caplarent favorem) this MS. has an explanation of 
the name Andria, not noted by Geppert (Jahrb. Suppl. 18 (1852), p. 45) : 

Fabula prima Andria vocatur eo quod quaedam femina nomine Crisis de Andro 
insula Graecorum Athenas venerat. Cum qua et Gliceriumque et Passibula vocabatur 
venit. 

This passage occurs also in Paris. 7900 A, 7902, 7184 (these MSS. were reported 
on for Professor Rand by Dr. D. P. Lockwood), 7911, 7912, Harleianus 2656, Bod. 
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The other mss. which contain the combination of Vita Ma and the 
argument Orto bello 1 ) are Paris. 791 1 and 7912, Harleianus 2656,^ 
Bod. Laud 72 and 73, 8) Can. Lat. 94 and 97,*' Auct. X, 1. 1. 20, 6) 
Douce 347. 6) Of these, Laud 73 and Paris. 7912 contain no scholia at 
all, Can. Lat. 97 has none on the And. Arg. or Prol., and Harl. 2656 
none before Prol. 17, and then only a few. The glosses of the others 
(Douce 347 is the only one in which they are at all numerous) show 
occasional points of agreement with Com. Mon., but are in large 
measure different. Many of these divergent glosses, however, are found 
also in Paris. 7918 and Harl. 2750, and no doubt all these mss. are to 
be taken together as having their source in a later development of the 
Com. Mon. There is certainly no trace in them of Com. Br. elements 
not found in M. 

A very accurate and complete version of Com. Mon. is found in the 
"Ebnerianus" 7) (Bod. Auct. F. VI, 27, .S. XI), which contains, how- 
ever, not Vita Ilia but Vita II, 8 > without an argumentum. This might 
lend support to Dziatzko's theory (cf. Rand, pp. 377-8); but Com. 
Mon. might have been originally connected with Vita Ilia and Orto 
bello, even though these elements became separated later and were 
recombined in various ways. For example, Bod. Can. Lat. 100 has the 
argument Orto bello in conjunction with Petrarch's Vita. 



Laud 72, Auct. X, 1. 1. 20, Can. Lat. 94 and 97, Douce 347, and the Escorial MS. 
mentioned by Rand on p. 381. It corresponds to the note at the end of Vita III in 
Com. Br. (Bruns, p. 5; cf. supra, p. 57), and is contained in a condensed form in 
M's note on And. Arg. 2. 

1 Vita Ilia, without any argument, is found in Brit. Mus. Ar. 247 (S. XV). 

2 The vita and argument, in the hand of the text, are found at the end of the 
Phorm. Dziatzko, Comm. Wolff. 224, dates this MS. 5. XI/XII. The others in this 
list are all of the fifteenth century. 

3 Fol. I r is nearly torn away, but the fragments of the vita and argument are clear. 

4 Contains only And. and Eun. 

5 Has the alter exitus of the Andria. I might note that this is found also in Brit. 
Mus. Barn. 265 (S. XV). 

6 This ms. has Vita II on fol. \r before Vita Ilia. The latter has lost the first 
sentence, and now begins Revertente autem. 

7 Cf. Umpfenbach, p. 84. 

8 I find no trace of Donatus excerpts in this ms. Cf. Rand, P. A. P. A. XL, 
p. Ixxiii. Can. Lat. 99, whose scholia I cannot report on, has Vita II at the end of 
the Phorm. 
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It may be worth while to mention two mss. which are interesting 
in connection with the Com. Br. 1% > : Paris. 16235 (Sorbonne 507), 
5.X, 2 ' (K), has on folia \r, iv, and 2r a series of selections from 
Com. Br., beginning with the note on Servavi. honesta oratio est {And. 
141), and ending with that on Quid agat Pamphilus {And. 957), upon 
which follows, after FINIT the explanation Quo tempore . . . acta sit 
(Bruns, p. 146). This series of running comments is an integral part 
of the ms., as is shown by the fact that the index of the plays immedi- 
ately follows at the bottom of 2 r. Similar introductions are written by 
the same hand for the other plays . s) At the top of 2v begins, in a 
different hand, 4 ) Vita III with the title INCIPIT COMMENTVM 
EVGRAFII IN COMMEDIAS TERENCII. After the Vita the 
same hand continues : Tres sunt carac teres humilis mediocris etgrandi- 
locus. Sed humilis servatur in comediis. INCIPIT ANDRIAE 
PROLOG VS. Upon this follows the beginning of Eugraphius' re- 
marks on the Andria Prologue : Cum omnes poetae virtu tern oratoriam, 
etc., to the bottom of 3 r. On 3 v begins the Andria Periocha. Selec- 
tions from Eugraphius are found throughout the first four plays in the 
spaces originally left for miniatures. 

Paris. 14755 (St. Victor 750), S. XII, (0), begins on 1 r with Andria 
prima fabula . . . consequentia manifestant, in the same hand as the 
text. This explanation is found in the Halensis 6 ' just after Vita III and 
may be taken to represent in this part of the Com. Br. Next follows, 
as in Bruns : Argumentum totius fabula istud est. Bello exorto, etc. 
To the end of this Argument is attached the Com. Br. note on And. 
28 : Quia Simo . . . domum deferri. 

Both and K, then, have the closest connection with Com. Br., and 
we should expect to find further evidence of this fact in their interlinear 



1 Cf. Rand, p. 378, n. 3. 

2 Cf. supra, p. 68. 

3 That of the Eun., e. g., includes not only comments on the text, but also the 
exposition of the Didascalia and the other matter found in Bruns, pp. 153-156. 

* Cf. Dziatzko, Jahrb. 149 (1894), pp. 472 f. 2v and 3?- may have been origi- 
nally left vacant for the portrait of Terence and the Armarium with masks of the 
actors. 

5 Bruns, p. 5. Cf. also supra, p. 57. 
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glosses. 11 The latter, however, show no points of agreement with the 
scholia of the Halensis, 2 ' being rather connected with the Com. Mon. 
or with the modifications of it found in Harl. 2750, Paris. 7918, Bod. 
Douce 347, etc. There are a few glosses peculiar to and K, or found 
in only one of them. Perhaps in both mss. the scholia have a different 
source from the text and its introductory matter. In K they are cer- 
tainly later than the text. The scholiast hand of $ is similar to that 
which wrote the text, but much smaller. 

On the whole, although I have found no striking confirmation of 
Professor Rand's hypotheses, the latter are not weakened by the inves- 
tigation. Further study is useless without more complete information 
in regard to the Monacensis. For the benefit of any who may look 
into the question later, I might add that the following Bodleian mss. 
contain no vita or argumentum : Laud 74 and 76, E. D. Clarke 28, 
Auct. X, 1. 1. 19, Rawl. G. 112, Ashmol. 56. In Rawl. G. 136 the 
beginning of the Andria is lacking. Petrarch's Vita is found in Auct. 
X, 1. 5. 8 (as far as opens huius indicant, i/le), Can. Lat. 103, and 
Harl. 2525. 



1 Other mss. containing Vita III and Betto exorio may be noted as follows: Bod. 
Laud 75 (S. XV) has no glosses, and Bod. Rawl. G. 135 (c. 1400) very few. Both 
these MSS. contain the addition to the Betto exorto argument found in Bruns, p. 7 : 
Sensusvero . . . plaudite. On Paris. 7900 see supra, pp. 57 ff. Paris. 7901 (5. 
XI) and 7904 (5. XII) I did not examine (cf. Geppert, Serapeum, 12 (1851), 
p. 372). Paris. 7913 has Vita III in the hand of the text, but no argument. Its 
glosses, of which there are none on the Periocha and but few elsewhere, have little 
resemblance to Com. Mon. or Com. Br. Perhaps they represent later accretions. 

2 The only exception is suum on animum (Prol. 1). Nor do K's glosses bear 
any trace of Eugraphius' influence. 



